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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
ihere is an increasing interest in attitude measurement and predic-
tion as witnessed by the deluge of new scales appearing in the litera-
tuie and in publishers' catalogs. While some scales have been well
constructed and standardized, others seem to have had limited develop-
mental work. It seems essential that individuals who are involved in
scale construction should address themselves to the many complex problems
inherent in the development of such scales if they are to be of value in
education and psychology. The study to be reported here attempts to
answer one question involved in the construction of the Learning
Atmosphere Attitude Scale (LAAS)
,
developed by Ronald H. Fredrickson,
1969, and that is "what happens to subject responses when the original
items are stated in their positive or negative form?"
The lay psychometrician frequently assumes in scale construction
that an item is merely a coherent group of words and that subjects or
examinees almost invariably respond to the content of the item as
stated. This oversimplified assumption about scale items and their
accompanying responses is not tenable in light of the evidence that
McGee (1967) reports. In dealing with the question of what determines
response, he cited studies dealing with six different factors.
1. Chance . One must always consider the possibility of random
responses. However, this factor should not be a serious problem if an
adequate reliability coefficient has been demonstrated.
2. Stimulus Variables . The item content should be the primary
stimulus to which the subject or examinee responds. However, the
2problem of response bias must be considered and should always be
studied, especially in the area of attitude and personality scale
development. The relative importance of this variable seems to be a
function of the researcher who is interpreting the data. Rorer (1965)
sees little support for the response style hypothesis and states:
The inference that response styles are an important
variable in personality inventories is not warranted on the
basis of the evidence now available. There is now suffi-
cient evidence to conclude that various measures of response
styles are unrelated when they lack common verbal content,
from more than one form. There has never been any confirma-
tory evidence for this hypothesis; there is now sufficient
disconfirmatory evidence that the hypothesis is no longer
tenable (p. 150).
On. the other hand, certain reviewers take the opposite stance:
Studies by Rundquist and Sletto (49), by Lorge (42),
and reviews by Cronbach (13, 14), Berg (8), and Messick &
Jackson (45)
,
indicate that response acquiescence is
wide-spread and pervasive over a wide variety of item
content and most pronounced when content is highly
ambiguous or imaginary (Jackson & Messick, 1958, pp . 244-245).
In summary, there appears to be a general agreement in
the literature that there is a trait of response acquiescence...
(McGee, 1962, p. 291).
While the pertinent research is equivocal, there seems to be some
support for the hypothesis that individuals respond to attributes of
test items other than the intended content. If this is in fact the
case, then it is incombent on those developing psychological instruments
to be aware of this factor and investigate further.
3. Response Alternative Available . This factor refers to the way
the item is phrased or to the nature of the response alternatives.
Cronbach ' s (1946, p. 476) early definition of set made reference to
the form in which the item was presented. For example, an acquiescent
3person who would fail a false item would pass it if it were presented
as a true statement. Also, those individuals who invalidate the MMPI
with an excessive use of "Cannot Say" responses could not have done so
if they were given only the "True" or "False" alternatives.
4. "F ractional Antedating Responses . " Essentially, we are
asking what responses are made before the actual motor response to the
item is made. In addition to the cognitive response to the item
content, the individual may make various emotional responses in terms
of the way the item affects him at the particular time. Thus, the
complete responding process can be rather involved and complicated and
involves much more than a simple response to the printed stimulus,
5. Subjec t Variables . Closely related to the previous point is
the factor of the subject's own personality traits. Is he anxious?
Does he need approval and/or acceptance? Is he basically an acquiescent
individual? All such attributes may influence the response to the
particular test item.
6. Artifacts of Tests . Such factors as item sequence, time limits,
and context in which items are presented may have some influence on
responses. These are test variables as opposed to subject variables,
and their effects should be considered in any complete analysis of item
responding
.
The previous discussion would seem to indicate that the determi-
nents of item responses are indeed many and complex, and any one of
them is worthy of study. This study attempts to examine one of the
stimulus variables dealing with the wording of items--specifically
,
the effect of reversing items.
4Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to utilize the opposite form technique
(OFT) to develop alternate forms of the Learning Atmosphere Attitude
Scale (LAAS) and to examine the response patterns of subjects to various
combinations of original and oppositely-stated items. While the opposite
form technique is not new and has been used by numerous researchers, it
has received very little notice in the literature as a psychometric or
test construction technique. It has been used primarily in studying
the phenomenon called "acquiescence," "response style," or "response
set" as it pertains to personality or attitude inventories. Many of
these studies can be found in the exhaustive review by Poorer (1965).
Much of the work involved reversing items on the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory (MMPI) and the California F Scale (Bass, 1955;
Jackson and Messick, 1957; Rorer and Goldberg, 1965). Some of the
recent work (Peabody, 1961; Rokeach, 1963, 1967; Same Is on, 1964;
Druckman, 1970) involved the use of the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale as a
vehicle to study this problem.
As a psychometric tool, the OFT has an inherent attractiveness in
that it offers the possibility of developing a parallel form of an
inventory rather economically. It can double the pool of items
available with a minimum of effort. Ong (1965) lends his support to
this technique. He concludes his work by stating:
It has been shown in the previous chapters that opposite
forms of an inventory could be constructed reliably, that
opposite forms could be comparable, and that opposite forms
could be flexible in certain aspects. Consequently, the
construction of opposite forms of the inventory type may be
very useful in the field of measurement (p 58) .
5Ong (1966) has expanded his work with the OFT to include the prediction
of course grades with both the original form and the opposite form of
various inventories. He states, "the implication of these results seems
to be that the correlation or prediction of an educational criterion,
course grade, is just as effective in using the oppos ite-- form of an
inventory as is the original (p . 921)."
In addition to the positive findings by Ong (1965, 1966),
Lichtenstein and Bryan (1965) and Rorer and Goldberg (1965) report
correlations of MMPI sub-scales with their reversed forms which
approximate test-retest reliabilities of the original scales. Yet there
is considerable evidence to indicate that this is not a universal
phenomenon in inventory construction (Jackson and Messick, 1961; Peabody,
1961; Druckman, 1970),
While the OFT offers some promise as a useful technique in test
construction, much work remains to be done before it can be advanced as
being thoroughly tested. Many of the studies involved used moderately
small samples, and some utilized fewer than 100 subjects. As is true
of much psychological research, the populations from which samples
were drawn usually consisted of college students or hospital patients.
The study described here attempts to expand OFT research by utilizing
large samples of high school and junior high school students, as well
as developing a different design to analyze the data.
Significance of the Problem
The disruptions and upheavals in all levels of education are very
apparent, and the secondary schools are no longer immune from these
6conflicts. Such disorganization may be due, at least in part, to the
relative lack of regard for the climate in which learning and teaching
take place. While school personnel have channelled rather extensive
resources into assessment of the academic aspects of their program,
very little has been expended to study the psycho-social climate of the
educational structure. This study will attempt, in some limited way,
to contribute to the development of a scale which can be used rather
easily to examine certain dimensions of the learning atmosphere in
secondary schools.
The use of the OFT has some promise in terms of the development of
alternate forms of attitude inventories. However, the literature
presents two very distinct and separate approaches to the study of the
problem.
Ong (1965, 1966) has attempted a rather extensive project to examine
various facets of the opposite-form technique. While his findings are
very supportive of the OFT as a useful psychometric tool, he has made
no attempt to reconcile his results with published conflicting research.
Ong (1965) does report some early negative findings but has included
nothing subsequent to 1958. Even though some of the studies could be
rejected on the basis of questionable design, the negative results by
Peabody (1961) are very compelling.
The second stream in the literature relating to this point uses
the OFT as a vehicle to study "acquiescence" or "response set".
Unfortunately, Ong has failed to incorporate many of these in his
reports. He hints Lhat these studies have limited relevance when he
(1966) states: "It has been fashionable for modern writers to construct
7opposite forms not for the purpose of research on opposite-form con-
struction but for the purpose of investigating an area called
acquiescence' or 'response style' in personality inventories (p. 915)."
Although what Ong says is true, the results of these seemingly tangen-
tial studies cannot be ignored.
Peabody (1961) used four scales (F-scale, Dogmatism Scale, Anti-
Semitism Scale, and 16 "Conservatism" items) in studying attitude
content and acquiescent set. The OFT was used as a vehicle to examine
this question. His results indicated, among other things, that oppo-
sitely stated items often bear little relationship to their original
items, for whatever reason.
Druckman (1970), in response to the criticism by Rokeach (1963,
1967) of the work done by Peabody (1961)
,
developed the Modified
Dogmatism Scale which utilized concepts developed by Rokeach. The
Scale consists of 24 items which are worded in each of two directions
with each pair matched on the social desirability variable. He found
that "the average amount of double agreement with pairs of opposite
items, in a reversed item modification of the Dogmatism Scale, was
inconsistent by about one category on the response continuum (p. 74)."
Thus, there seems to be some reason to question the universality
in the application of the OFT. There is an attempt in this study to
expand on the work Ong has done and, at the same time, to utilize the
relevant literature to gain a more thorough understanding of the results.
8Definition of Terms
Several terms which are used frequently in this study require
defining to ensure consistent and unambiguous communication to the
reader. Most definitions are adaptations of those proposed by Rorer
( 1965 ) .
Response set - a conscious or unconscious attempt by a respondent
to answer inventory or questionnaire items in such a way as to produce
a certain picture of himself.
Response s ty le - a tendency to select some response category a
disproportionate amount of the time, independently of the item content.
Response bias - a global term used to indicate either response
set or response style, with no attempt to distinguish between the two.
Acquiescence - a specific variety of response style where the
respondent indicates a preference for the "true" or "agree" category
of a scale.
Double agreement - a response pattern where an individual selects
the "agree" category for both the original version of an item and its
oppositely-stated version; also referred to as "yeasaying"
.
Double d Is agreement - a response pattern where an individual
selects the "disagree" category for both the original version of an
item and its oppositely-stated version; also referred to as "naysaying"
Limitations of the Study
While there has been some real attempt to solicit a reasonably
diverse sample of subjects, there is no reason to conclude that this
sample of subjects is truly representative of secondary school students
9The sample which was studied was comprised of students from seven
regional and suburban schools in Western Massachusetts who were willing
to participate in this research. The selection of schools was not done
in a completely random manner. The results may not be general izable to
other regions of the United States or to different types of schools or
communities
.
A second limitation which influences the generalizability of this
study arises from its design which utilized only a single scale. No
conclusions should be drawn which would imply that the findings of this
study hold true for unrelated scales.
Hypotheses
1. There are no significant differences between groups under-
going the five test-retest conditions (1. original-original,
2.
original-parallel, 3. original-all positive, 4. original-
all negative, and 5. original-opposite).
2. There is no significant interaction between test-retest
conditions and grade in school.
3. There is no significant interaction between test-retest
conditions and sex.
Summary
This study attempts to expand the field of opposite form research
by examining responses to various combinations of original and oppositely-
stated items of the Learning Atmosphere Attitude Scale. Results arc
examined relative to published research which studied various aspects
of response bias,
necessary to more
10
Research dealing with scales at the item level is
fully comprehend the dynamics of responses to atti-
tude scales
.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The literature dealing with the opposite form technique (OFT) is
inextricably entwined with that concerning response set, response style
or acquiescence. While only a small portion of the literature from the
response bias area involves item reversing specifically, virtually all
of the OFT literature is concerned with the study of the response style,
response set, or acquiescence phenomena. A notable exception is the
work done by Ong (1965, 1966) which has the express purpose of investi-
gating "...certain aspects of the effectiveness and flexibility of
oppositely-stated items for use in constructing personality inventories
(1965
,
p. 19)."
Even though the use of reversed items can be traced back more than
four decades (Cady, 1925; Symonds, 1925), the greatest quantity of work
followed the publishing of The Authoritarian Personality (Adorno,
Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford, 1950). This was a period of
great interest in the California F Scale which was developed to measure
a tendency toward fascism or authoritarianism. In all standard forms,
the F Scale is composed of items phrased in such a way that agreement
indicates authoritarianism. Wording all items in one direction is a
distinct shortcoming in the scale in that it violates a basic rule in
attitude scale construction (Likert, 1932). He states:
To avoid any space error or any tendency to a stereotyped
response it seems desirable to have the different state-
ments so worded that about one-half of them have one end
of the attitude continuum corresponding to the left or
u pper part of the reaction alternatives and the other half
have the same end of the attitude continuum corresponding to
the right or lower part of the reaction alternatives (p. 46).
12
Thus, if acquiescence or "yeasaying" is operating in one's responses to
the scaje, then there is a systematic confounding of this set to respond
in a positive way with procontent attitudes.
The problem of response bias came into sharp focus with the pub-
lication of two rather important papers by Cronbach in 1946 and 1950.
He was interested in the problem of guessing on objective classroom
examinations and how to reduce the impact of this guessing effect on
resulting scores. Cronbach noted a tendency toward acquiescence when
students encounter some uncertainty about the content of the item. This
was deduced from the fact that the majority of students have an excess
number of "Yes" responses on true-false tests. While Rorer (1965)
tends to discount most of Cronbach 's findings on methodological and
philosophical grounds, these publications served as the impetus for
numerous other researchers to explore this area.
Thus, the coincident publication of articles by Cronbach (1946,
1950) and the oft-quoted book by Adorno et al. (1950) laid the ground-
work for numerous publications which utilized the technique of item
reversal to study the factor of acquiescence in the California F Scale.
Among the many publications generated during the follwoing decade,
those by Bass (1955), Chapman and Campbell (1957), Christie, Havel and
Seidenberg (1958)
,
Clayton and Jackson (1961)
,
Jackson and Messick
(1957), and Leavitt, Hax and Roche (1955) are the more notable.
This review is divided into four major subdivisions, and the
research in each contributed greatly to the understanding of the oppo-
site form technique in scale construction. These major subdivisions
are
:
(1) The study of the acquiescence phenomenon in responses to the
13
California F-scale. This large cluster of studies utilized the opposite
form procedure rather heavily, and it was here that the problem of
writing effective reversals was emphasized. (2) The attempt to trans-
late the results found with the F-scale to the MMPI . Researchers
found that results based on one scale do not necessarily hold true for
another scale. At the same time, the opposite form procedure received
further support with this work with another scale. (3) The presentation
of alternative explanations for the acquiescence phenomenon. The
Peabody-Rokeach controversy precipitated a series of research projects
which pointed out the need to examine what is happening to subject's
or examinee's responses to attitude scales at the item level. The
writing of effective item reversals was a crucial aspect of this
research. (4) The recognition of the opposite form technique as a
psychometric tool. The study of the various aspects of writing effec-
tive item reversals was seen as worthy of research for its intrinsic
value. In addition to these subdivisions, a brief summary is included.
Studies Using the F Scale
Bass (1955) proposes:
...that scores on the F Scale and any other inventories con-
cerned with generalizations about social relations, morals,
prejudice, custom, and status relations are primarily measures
of the tendency to agree with any opinionated or doctrinaire
statements about human affairs (p. 616).
To test the above hypothesis, Bass constructed the G scale which consis-
ted of statements opposite in meaning to the original statements in the
F scale. One statement from each of 28 pairs of opposite statements
14
was placed in either Form 1 or Form 2. Each form contained 28 state-
ments in all, half of which were from the original F scale and half
from the G scale without any paired opposites appearing in the same
form. Thus, if each individual's F scale score was combined with his G
scale sco) e , the resulting score would reflect neutrality if no response
set existed (ignoring chance fluctuations). The analysis of variance
indicated that the null hypothesis of no difference between scales
would have to be rejected since the resulting F ratio was highly signi-
ficant. Also, the F ratio of individuals' composite F and G scores to
pooled error was also statistically significant. Bass infers that
"individuals differ from each other significantly in their tendency to
acquiesce to any statements about human interactions whether for or
against authoritarian ideology (p. 620)." He further concludes:
...the results suggest that doubt should be cast on generali-
zations based solely on correlations between social attitude
scales when all statements are scored in the same direction
since a large percentage of the covariance may be due to this
generalized tendency to acquiesce rather than to the particu-
lar contents of the scales (Bass, 1955, p. 622).
Chapman and Campbell (1957) have also attempted some work with F
scale reversals and have reported findings with two different but over-
lapping item samples utilizing two independent subject samples. They
refer to the original items as F+ and the reversed items as F-. While
finding the writing of reversed F scale items to be a difficult problem,
their results tend to confirm Bass's (1955) work. They discussed their
work by stating:
If the F scale were free of response-set variance, one would
expect F+ and F- to correlate positively, to a degree approach-
ing their reliabilities. On the other hand, if the systematic
variance picked up by the F scale scores were only acquiescence
15
response set, then F+ and F- should show a high negative
correlation. The zero or low positive correlation found
indicates that neither extreme is true, and that the
typical F scale score probably contains both response-set
variance and variance adhering to the content of the
items (p. 131).
Jackson and Messick (1957) who were working in this area also
used their version of a reversed F scale to study acquiescence. Their
approach was somewhat different although their conclusions were sup-
portive of the two previous studies. The authors pointed out that
previous research had indicated a significant correlation between the
F scale and the Gough intolerance scale, "...a group of items empiri-
cally derived from the MMPI using the differentiation of extreme groups
on the Levinson-Sanf ord Anti-Semitism scale as a criterion (p. 133)."
Yet in this study they found that the Gough intolerance scale also
correlated positively with agreement to reversed F scale items (r = .23).
Each of the above authors viewed the confounding of acquiescence
with item content as an undesirable attribute of the F scale. However,
Leavitt, Hax
,
and Roche (1955) have attempted to justify the existence
of the acquiescence factor by equating it with authoritarian submission,
a component trait of the authoritarian personality. Acquiescence would
then be not only appropriate but desirable. However, the rationale for
this interpretation would seem to rest wholly on a circular argument.
From these studies, it would seem that evidence was mounting which
would strongly support the acquiescence phenomenon in the F scale.
However, additional studies were to add yet another variable to an
already complicated problem. It seems as if the kinds of reversals
created had a distinct influence on results; that is, the style of the
statement should be considered. Jackson and Messick (1958) suggest
16
that an extremely-worded form would produce results different from a
form with more cautious statements. However, it remained for Clayton
and Jackson (1961) to put this hypothesis to an experimental test. To
do this, they developed two different sets of paired items. The first
was an absolutely-worded authoritarian scale consisting of adaptations
of original and reversed F scale items, and the second was a probabili-
stically-worded authoritarian scale consisting of adaptations of original
and reversed F scale items. The following are examples of the two
types of items (with alternative qualifiers in parentheses)
:
A person who has bad manners, habits, and breeding (can never
expect) (would probably find it hard) to get along with decent
people. Nowadays (everyone is) (some people are) prying into
matters that (must) (should probably) remain personal and
private. We are (certainly bound) (likely) to admire and
respect a person if we get to know him well (p. 575).
The authors reported a correlation of +.21 (df = 94, p < .05) between
agreements to original absolutely-stated and reversed absolutely-stated
F scale items while the correlation for probabilistically-worded items
was -.04. Thus, it was concluded that "...acquiescence is evoked more
strongly and consistently by sweeping generalizations (p. 380)."
While the evidence seems to be leaning overwhelmingly in the
direction of acquiescence, the published works do not, by any means,
support this concept unanimously. Christie, Havel, and Seidenberg
(1958) recognized that the weight of the evidence was compelling but
felt that the importance of acquiescent response set was being over-
emphasized. They suggested two possible reasons to support their
claim. One is that the reversed items which were used have deficiencies
as meaningful psychological opposites to original F scale items. A
second reason deals with the distributions of F scale scores in the
17
samples studied. Since these points are so crucial, they warrant
further consideration.
An item and its reversal can be written in numerous ways, some of
which may be more effective than others. It is important, first of
all, that reversals be in logical opposition to the original items.
Yet logical opposition is not in itself a sufficient condition for
meaningful reversals since these reversals may be irrelevant to the
psychological significance of the originals. The example given by
Christie, Havel, and Seidenberg (1958) is an excellent one on this
point. The statement under consideration reads: "Nowadays when so
many kinds of people move around and mix together so much, a person has
to protect himself especially carefully against catching infection or
disease from them." The reversals read:
Nowadays, since democracy demands that people of widely
different backgrounds and station mix together, a person
should not be finicky about catching disease from any of
them (Jackson and Messick, 1957) .
You need to get out and rub elbows with all kinds of people
to get new ideas and broaden your understanding of life
(Leavitt, Hax, and Roche, 1955).
The first statement, while it is in some respects a logical
reversal, could very well be accepted by a high scorer on the F scale
since it is loaded in the direction of a conforming response. Since
high authoritarians subscribe to an anti-democratic ideology, one might
expect them to reject that statement. Yet their need for conformity
which would lead them to accept sanctioned democratic symbols, would
lead to an acceptance of the statement under discussion.
The second reversal seems to miss the psychological point of the
original statement completely. If this is not then a tiue reversal,
18
the statement is very likely to be nondiscriminating.
Christie et al. (1958) raised a second point, similar in nature to
that di.ar.ns>>'4 by Jackson and Messick (1958) regarding the peculiarity
of absolutely-worded and probabilistically-worded statements. Typi-
cally, F scale statements are couched in all or none terms since it
has been hypothesized that such items would appeal to high authoritarians.
The authors point out that appropriate reversals should appear in a
probabilistic form and not as absolute opposites. Stated in another
way, if high authoritarians endorse absolute statements, then they are
likely to reject qualified statements because of their intolerance of
ambiguity. However, in at least four notable instances, this procedure
was not followed. The following examples are typical of extreme worded
opposites :
No people are born with an urge to jump from high places
(Bass
,
1955)
.
It is complete ly absurd to believe that some people may be
born with an urge to jump from high places (Chapman and
Campbell, 1957).
All the mysteries surrounding our lives will sooner or later
be cleared up through the progress of science (Leavitt, Hax,
and Roche, 1955).
Thus, it is quite conceivable that high authoritarians could very logi-
cally endorse both the original absolutely-worded F scale item and the
absolutely-worded reversal. This hypothesis is supported, to a degree,
by the previously discussed study of Jackson and Messick (1958).
Christie et al. (1958) have raised a second criticism of F scale
acquiescence research which deals with sampling problems. Many studies
have utilized samples of college students even though college students
tend not to score high on the F scale on an absolute measure. The
19
authors claim that, most college samples have a mean score below 4.0
on a 1.0 to 7.0 scale. In the standard scoring scheme, the 4.0
neutral point is a theoretical point. Thus, the typical college student
cannot then be consistently accepting items. It is suggested then
that "...some of the reported correlations are due to 'negativism' on
the part of low scorers who reject both the original F scale items and
the reversals (Christie et al., 1958)! This then is a phenomenon quite
different from acquiescence.
The above hypotheses were put to empirical tests by developing
reversals of a probabilistic nature and actively seeking subjects who
showed great variability of scores on the F scale, and more particularly
high scorers. With these conditions seemingly met to some degree,
correlations were computed. While there was great variability, all
correlations were positive and in most cases substantial. From this,
Christie et al. (1958) concluded "...that the data do not support the
identification of acquiescence with authoritarianism (p. 159)."
The great imbalance of evidence so strongly in favor of acquies-
cence or response bias somehow seems a bit less compelling now.
However, one theoretical argument and one investigation are insufficient
to cancel out "...a phenomena as ubiquitous to psychology as behavior
itself (McGee, 1967, p. 29)." It is necessary to consider other authors
who disagree with the interpretations of the research results presented.
Perhaps the most compelling polemicist of the opposition camp is
Leonard G. Rorer, and this position is exemplified by his lengthy and
exhaustive critical review of the field (1965) . Since his refutations
are so pointed, it seems necessary to examine his writings in some
detai 1
.
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Rorer (1965) has dealt with the question of x^riting effective
item reversals in some detail. He points out that in many instances
there is nothin6 at all inconsistent or contradictory about rejecting
both the original item and its reversal. In essence then, those
statements which are claimed to be reversals by their authors may not,
in fact, be true reversals. This problem becomes particularly pro-
nounced when extreme or absolute opposites are used. Some items, with
their reversals, which Rorer presented as permitting consistent double
rejections are listed below:
Every person should have complete faith in some supernatural
power whose decisions he obeys without question.
No person should have complete faith in some supernatural
power whose decisions he obeys without question (Bass, 1955).
Obedience and respect for authority are the most important
virtues children should learn.
A love of freedom and complete independence are the most
important virtues children should learn (Jackson and
Messick, 1957)
.
From examination of these "reversals", it is relatively easy to see how
an individual could reject both statements of a pair. In the first
case, one may find the extreme wording to be objectionable in either
form. Likewise, both alternatives of the second pair would be rejected
if a person endorsed something other than options provided in the
statements
.
In a previously discussed article, Clayton and Jackson (1961)
interpreted their findings to indicate that acquiescence is evoked more
strongly and more consistently in absolutely worded item pairs than in
probabilistically worded item pairs. However, Rorer (1965) reinter-
preted the results without introducing the concept of acquiescence at
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all. He stated, "...it seems clear that the more extreme reversals are
simply permitting a greater number of perfectly consistent rejections
of both forms of the item (p. 136)."
Several authors (Bass, 1955; Chapman and Campbell, 1957; and
Clayton and Jackson, 1961) have reported correlations on reversed F
scales which were well below what one would expect if responses were
made consistently to item content. This has then been discussed in
terms of demonstrating an acquiescence factor. Rorer (1965), however,
su8R es ts that this simply indicates that some reversals are better
than others. He points to the great variability in reported correlation
coefficients as support for his position.
There is yet another point about writing reversals which Rorer
(1965) raised. The problems with absolutely-worded statements have
already been discussed, but the non-extreme items also produce difficulty.
"To the extent that a statement is meaningless, it does not have a
reversal in any logical sense. And the more vague and ambiguous an item
is, the more meaningless it tends to become (p. 137)." The point can
be best exemplified by an extreme hypothetical example: "Now is
higher than losing." An adequate and logical opposite would be: "Now
is lower than losing." Since the original item was meaningless, the
reversal is also meaningless. However, when they are placed side by
side, one can argue for a certain kind of consistency by accepting one
and rejecting the other. In an actual testing situation, item pairs are
not usually juxtaposed in this way, and in many instances there would
1 have been an elapsed period of time. If asked to respond to such a
pair of items without reference to each other, double acceptance or
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double rejection could not be deemed to be inconsistent.
No item should ever be written which is so vague or meaningless.
Yet every item in any scale, no matter how well it is written, does
have an element of ambiguity. Rorer (1965) seems to be asking how it
can be determined whether an individual is responding to that ambiguity
or responding on the basis of a set to acquiescence or negativism. lie
concludes: "...when carefully appraised, these F scale reversal
studies do not support the hypothesis that acquiescence response bias
is an important factor in F scale scores (p. 137)."
In summary, it seems clear that the research which purports to
demonstrate the existence of acquiescence in F-scale responses is at
best equivocal. While numerous authors have reported findings which
were interpreted as demonstrating the presence of acquiescence, others
have reinterpreted the results in such a way which seriously questions
the validity of the acquiescence interpretation. The opposite form
procedure has been used extensively and in diverse ways in these
studies. Unfortunately, the OFT seems to have been used rather indis-
criminately before the procedure had been thoroughly tested. That is,
individuals used the OFT without comprehending the ramifications of
the procedure. It is very likely that much of the variability found in
these studies may have been due to improper use of the OFT.
Studies Using the MMPI
Since a preponderance of the OFT literature utilized the F scale
as a basic instrument to reverse, much attention has been given in this
review to an examination of related research in that area. However,
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the F scale is not the only instrument which has been studied in this
respect. Lichtenstein and Bryan (1965) and Rorer and Goldberg (1965)
have reported findings from two different studies using the MMPI
. In
each case, the results tend to reject the notion that acquiescence is
an important factor in MMPI scores.
As indicated by Block (1965) and Lichtenstein and Bryan (1965),
much of the evidence for acquiescence effects in the MMPI comes from
studies employing factor analytic techniques (Messick and Jackson,
1961; Jackson and Messick, 1961, 1962). In the first study, Messick
and Jackson (1961) examined factor loadings for MMPI scales from eight
separate studies. In each study, they computed rank order correlations
between loadings on the largest factor and the proportion of items
keyed true on each. Significant correlations were obtained in eight of
the eleven studies, four of which exceeded .85.
Jackson and Messick (1961, 1962) performed three large factor
analyses on correlations among MMPI scales scored separately for true-
and false-keyed items, as well as five scales measuring various levels
of social desirability. In all three samples, two very large factors
appeared which the authors identified as acquiescence and social
desirability. The acquiescence factor was indicated to account for 45%
of the common variance in a prison sample and 26% of the common variance
in neuropsychiatric and college-student samples.
Such findings have very serious implications concerning the validity
of interpretations of MMPI scores. Thus, Lichtenstein and Bryan (1965)
undertook a study to assess the role of acquiescence on the MMPI by a
method different from factor analysis. The method chosen was the item-
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reversal method which had been used frequently with the F Scale. Two
groups of subjects, normals and newly admitted psychiatric patients,
were tested. The standard and reversed forms of the MMPI were admini-
stered in counterbalanced order with the usual instructions. The
scales on both forms were scored separately for true- and false-keyed
items. Correlations of true-keyed subscales with their reverse forms
and false-keyed items with their reverse forms were computed. Test-
retest reliabilities for the standard MMPI scales were computed on the
basis of scores from an independent but similar sample. The analysis
consisted of 88 separate correlation coefficients, 44 in the standard-
standard format and 44 in the standard-reverse format. Mean correlations
of the subscales ranged from .61 to .79 while the mean test-retest
reliabilities of the subscales ranged from .70 to .81. In only 9 out
of 44 instances were the standard-reverse correlations significantly
lower than their corresponding reliabilities.
The results of this study (Lichtenstein and Bryan, 1965) can only
lead to conclusions which are in sharp contrast to those of Messick and
Jackson (1961) and Jackson and Messick (1961, 1962) in particular and
in general to those found in many of the F scale reversal studies dis-
cussed above. The magnitudes of the standard-reverse correlations,
which are quite high, would seem to indicate that both groups of sub-
jects were responding to item content to a large degree. Lichtenstein
and Bryan (1965) further point out that:
The general correspondence of the standard-reverse correla-
tions to the subscale reliabilities suggests that there is
relatively little variance that could be attributed to
acquiescence. This is particularly striking since the item
reversals cannot be assumed to have perfectly reproduced the
original content and therefore it is expected that the
standard-reverse correlations would be lower than the
reliabilities (p. 292).
25
These strikingly high correlations found by Lichtenstein and Bryan
(1965) stand out in sharp contrast to the low correlations found by
Chapman and Campbell (1957) and Clayton and Jackson (1961). The former
significant findings were interpreted as indicating an absence of
acquiescence while the latter non-significant results were seen as
reflecting the presence of acquiescence. From a theoretical and philo-
sophical standpoint, interpretations based on non-significance have
questionable validity. The typical model in statistical hypothesis
testing is to compute a test statistic to provide a basis for choosing
between a null hypothesis and an alternative hypothesis. This statistic
is compared to a set of possible values to determine the probability
of its occurrence. If the statistic is deemed to be highly improbable
on the basis of a "true" null hypothesis, we would then reject the null
hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis. This is usually
referred to as having demonstrated a significant effect. However, the
same definitive statement cannot be made when our test statistic is not
significant. The most we can say is that we have failed to reject the
null hypothesis for some indeterminate reason. While it is possible to
make some interpretations regarding the reasons for non-significance,
we would still have failed to provide empirical evidence for our state-
ments
.
Lichtenstein and Bryan (1965) have reported some very important
findings and one can say with some degree of confidence that acquiescence
docs not seem to be involved, to any great extent, in their results.
Authors who have reported non-significant statistics cannot state then
that their results support the argument that acquiescence is_ present.
The most they can say is that they have failed to demonstrate the
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absence of acquiescence. It is perfectly conceivable, as Rorer (1965)
pointed out, to argue that negative results may be due to poorly con-
structed reversals. Since one is making an interpretation whether
non- s igni f icance is discussed in terms of acquiescence or poor reversals,
one alternative or the other seems to be championed depending on who is
doing the interpreting.
Significant findings with the MMPI reversals are not restricted to
this one study by Lichtenstein and Bryan (1965) since Rorer and Goldberg
(1965a, 1965b) have reported results which are very supportive of their
study. The latter study (Rorer and Goldberg, 1965b) utilized procedures
virtually identical to that of Lichtenstein and Bryan (1965) in that
the experimental group took the standard form of the MMPI and the
reversed form of the MMPI, in that order, at two different times. Like-
wise, the control group took the standard MMPI twice. The major
difference was in the subject pool; both the experimental group and the
control group were comprised of college students.
The data anaysis consisted of the computation of percentages of
various response combinations (true-false, false-true, true-true,
false-false, etc.) for each item over all subjects. These results were
tabulated as mean values of item statistics over all subjects and all
items with a resulting stability figure which indicated consistent
responding. The results indicated an 87% stability figure for controls
and about an 83% stability figure for experimentals . Needless to say,
the results for the two groups are strikingly similar.
Rorer and Goldberg (1965b) go on to point out that if the experi-
mental subjects were in fact acquiescing, then the discrepancy that is
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indicated should be accounted for by a disproportionate percentage of
"true" responses on the second administration by subjects who answered
true on the fii_^t administration
, Such was not the case since there
was only a l/0 difference between experimentals and controls on this
satiable. These results show quite clearly that acquiescence response
style is of negligible importance in accounting for responses to the
MMPI (Rorer and Goldberg, 1965b)."
In a companion study, utilizing the MMPI responses from the pre-
vious study, Rorer and Goldberg (1965a) expanded their analysis to
eliminate the possibility that the small discrepancies that they found
might be accounted for by a concentration of items on some one scale,
in particular, some acquiescence scale. All inventories were scored
on 67 scales.
In an examination of the differences between experimental and
control groups on the 13 major MMPI scales, only minimal differences
were found between the two groups. For no scale was there a statisti-
cally significant difference between groups for both males and females.
Also, four of the seven statistically significant differences in one
sex group were matched by a negative difference in the other sex group.
In 7 cases out of 26, the correlations between the original and reversed
scales exceeded the test-retest reliabilities for the original MMPI
scales. "It seems safe to conclude from these results that acquiescence
response style has no practical effect on the standard MMPI scales
(Rorer and Goldberg, 1965a) ."
A further analysis of this MMPI data considered the role of item
subtlety, item desirability, and item keying (true-false). The results
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were interpreted by the authors to indicate that none of these factors
were able to elicit a consistent tendency toward acquiescence
.
fhe finai. a is cf - the •: fudy involved a close examination of a
number of non-standard scales which purport to measure the stylistic
tiait of acquiescence. A statistical technique to partial out variance
for content and variance for acquiescence was developed. The ensuing
results strongly contradicted the findings of the authors of these
experimental acquiescence scales that the scales were in fact measuring
acquiescence. Rorer and Goldberg (1965a) feel so strongly about their
work that they emphatically stated that no further use should be made
of these scales to measure acquiescence and that all previous work which
concluded on the basis of correlations with these scales that acquies-
cence is an important variable in some other scale should be discounted.
While it is difficult to summarize all the variable findings in
the previous material with one sweeping statement, perhaps for the moment
it is sufficient to say that the trait of acquiescence does not appear
to be a universal phenomenon which is confounded with the content of
all personality and attitude scales. Neither do they negate the value
of the opposite form technique in scale construction. Jackson and
Messick (1958, 1962) and Elliott (1961) have attempted to explain some
of the contradictory results by pointing out that individuals differ
in their acquiescent tendencies, and that the effects of acquiescence
are not systematic over all items or scales, even within a given test.
However, if this line of reasoning were carried to its logical extreme,
it would be necessary to develop a separate acquiescence key for every
item, and probably for every individual. Thus, the acquiescence response
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style researchers may need to develop more creative designs or else
conclude that this trait may be unmeasureable. While the equivocal
evidence seems to hint of some element which is confounded with content
in personality scales, the specific trait has not yet been clearly
defined
.
The Peabody-Rokeach Controversy
In addition to the literature previously reviewed, there is yet
a third cluster of articles pertinent to the topic of opposite-form
research. This series (Peabody, 1961, 1966; Rokeach, 1963, 1967;
Samelson, 1964; Druckman, 1970) is particularly interesting in that
each article was written in direct response to another in the same
series. The interchange amounts to a challenge to each other in the
form of refutations, reinterpretation of one another's data, develop-
ment of new theoretical formulations, and impetus to develop new research
designs to provide empirical tests for various hypotheses dealing with
the existence or non-existence of acquiescence.
The first article in the series (Peabody, 1961) raised some basic
methodological questions concerning the work of Adorno et al. (1950)
and Rokeach (1960) . Peabody (1961) , recognizing that much work had
already been done with the F scale, attempted to expand on this topic
as opposed to replicating research. Although the author enumerated
four aspects which offered a different perspective on the problem at
hand, only one has particular relevance for this review. Peabody (1961)
s tated :
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Perhaps the most important objective of the present study
is to redefine the problem of agreement set and use a
design that permits separating (a) between agreements and
disagreements with the original items, (b) between the two
types of attitudes usually inferred from these responses--
procontent and anticontent attitudes (p . 2).
Whereas most authors failed to distinguish between double agreement and
double disagreement, the author, in this instance, intended to make this
separation an integral part of his study. Peabody (1961) points out
that, based on the response set literature, attitude scales which always
score agreement positively are more likely to have response sets affect
the high scores (usually attributed to procontent attitudes) rather
than low scores (usually attributed to anticontent attitudes)
.
To study the problem, original and reversed items from the F scale,
Dogmatism scale, Anti-Semitism scale, and Conservatism scale were used
with American and English engineering students as subjects. With the
first three scales, Peabody (1961) found a 627o - 727, inconsistency rate
for those subjects who agreed to items in their original form, and
this was interpreted as reflecting a high rate of agreement set. On
the other hand, for the same three scales, it was found that those who
expressed disagreement with the original items agreed with the reversals
817, - 897, of the time. This was interpreted as consistent anticontent
attitudes. On the Conservatism items, both agreement and disagreement
with the original versions seemed to result in consistent content
responses. Peabody (1961) interprets these results in the following way
The consistently different results for the Conservatism scale
compared with the F, Dogmatism, and (to a somewhat smaller
extent) the Anti-Semitism scales, suggest strongly that
agreement set is not an automatic mechanical reaction, but
depends on the ambiguity of the statements in the different
scales. The even larger consistent differences between items
within the scales would support the same conclusion (p. 7).
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Rokeach (1963) took issue with a number o£ Peabody's conclusions
and proposed two alternative hypotheses to account for the large amount
of double agreement. His method of argument for these hypotheses was
not strictly on the basis of empirical data; instead he used an anec-
dotal approach, utilizing instances from everyday life.
Rokeach's first alternative hypothesis ("Hypothesis B^'), reads as
fol lows
:
A person may agree with a statement and with its opposite
because in both instances he reads them, comprehends them, and
responds to their content. He tells the truth in one case
because he sees no reason why he should not; he deliberately
lies in the second case because he sees a good reason why he
should not tell the truth (pp. 304-305).
While this alternative hypothesis is interesting and seems plausible in
terms of its logic, Rokeach does not offer any new evidence to support
his position. In addition, a subsequent study by Stanley and Martin
(1964) indicates that independent lying indices have little relationship
to agreement with Dogmatism reversals.
Rokeach (1963) has also presented a second alternative hypothesis
(Hypothesis B 2 ")
:
A second possibility is that a person may agree with logically
incompatible statements because they both represent views
he really endorses. The logical fact that they are contra-
dictory need not bother him, since through an act of compart-
mentalization, or isolation or
consciously unaware that he is
preserving his self-image as a
(p. 305).
As Peabody (1966) pointed out,
also has some obvious limitations,
scale was originally developed with
theoretical syndrome as its basis,
' double- think ' he can remain
contradicting himself, thus
logical and consistent person
this latter alternative hypothesis
He indicated that the Dogmatism
a rather elaborate and complex
rith the characteristic of the co-
existence of contradictory beliefs being only one of a number of similar
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formulations. If one were to accept this hypothesis to account for a
significant portion of the variance in Dogmatism responses, then the
whole theoretical foundation of Dogmatism scale would be in question,
"...it seems unlikely that Rokeach intended to give up the Dogmatism
syndrome in this way (Peabody, 1966, p. 17)."
Aftei developing these two hypotheses, Rokeach (1963) raised some
criticisms of Peabody's (1961) conclusions, most of which were responded
to in a later article (Peabody, 1966). Rokeach pointed out that many
claims had been made about the item ambiguity in the F and Dogmatism
scales but no one had previously done so about the Anti-Semitism scale.
Thus, if the items on the Anti-Semitism are not ambiguous, why should
there be such a high frequency of double agreements? However, the
argument that the Anti-Semitism scale is unambiguous is open to question.
Peabody (1966) indicated that the attribute of question length might
be invoked as one dimension of item ambiguity. His study indicated
that the Anti-Semitism scale items had a mean word count of 20.9, a
value g reater than that for both the F scale and the Dogmatism scale.
This was contrasted to the mean word count of 11.2 for MMPI items which
he considered to be rather unambiguous. While this evidence is incon-
clusive, it certainly suggests that the Anti-Semitism scale may consist
of ambiguous items.
Rokeach (1963) also challenged Peabody's (1961) general claim that
response set is a function of item ambiguity. Rokeach pointed out that
if items are indeed ambiguous, then it is unlikely that anynody will
respond consistently to their content. Yet those who disagreed with
the original items in Peabody's study agreed consistently with the
33
reversals 854 of the time. Rokeach (1963) noted, "...it is possible
but psychologically unlikely that those subjects for whom the original
items are ambiguous will gener: ly agree with such items, while those
subjects for whom the original items are unambiguous will generally
disagree with such items (p. 30/)," Peabody's (1966) response seemed
to miss the essence of the argument. He simply indicated that the logic
and evidence could be found in Cronbach's (1946, 1950) work. However,
Rorer (1965) has raised some serious questions about both the logic and
the evidence in those Cronbach studies.
Rokeach (1963) also raised a question about the lower variances
and reliability coefficients of reversed scales as compared with original
scales in the Peabody (1961) study, Peabody's (1966) response was based
on the asymmetry in response set which was noted in the discussion of
the previous point. Since there is some question about the validity of
the evidence there, then the resulting interpretation concerning the
points of lower variance and reliability must be deemed to be incon-
clusive
.
Same Is on (1964) also found Peabody's (1961) conclusions to be
troublesome and offered yet another counterproposal. Samelson was in
essential agreement that Peabody's reversals were in fact reversals but
felt that he may have displaced the location of the "neutral points" of
the items. This would then result in asymmetrical reversals with over-
lapping "agree" or "disagree" ranges, depending on the direction of the
shift. Thus, double agreement or double disagreement might not then
represent response bias but a consistent content position. While the
logic of this argument is enticing, no empirical substantiation was
offered in support.
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In rebuttal, Peabody (1966) discussed a series of his item pairs
which he felt should have best exemplified Samelson's line of reasoning.
However, the ensuing results did not consistently support Samelson.
In a discussion of response set in broader terms, Peabody (1966)
attempted to draw some implications from his presentation. The points
seem worthy of note. He emphasized that response bias cannot be assumed
to be an automatic and mechanical process, occurring on every item for
every subject. Neither was it a general phenomenon for a given indivi-
dual across diverse instruments. It would occur to the extent that an
individual is uncertain and is thus unable to respond on the basis of
content. Peabody (1966) went on further to indicate the unique and
complex nature of the authoritarianism scales which may, to some degree,
account for the extent of response bias found there which was not found
in studies with the MMPI . "...the distinctive features of authoritarian-
ism scales are such that agreement with the items is generally more
likely to represent response bias rather than authoritarian content
(Peabody, 1966, p. 20).
This emphasis on the relativity of response bias is basically
optimistic. The field of personality and attitude assessment is not
doomed as some authors may have implied.
However, the raging controversy in these two opposing camps was by
no means over. Rokeach was not convinced nor was he ready to capitulate.
While his earlier article (Rokeach, 1963) was basically a theoretical
presentation, his subsequent article (Rokeach, 1967) was liberally
interspersed with empirical evidence. Peabody's (1966) categorical
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declaration that items in the authoritarianism scales (including the
Dogmatism scale) were ambiguous was seriously challenged. Peabody
(1966), using mean word count as a criterion, had indicated that F,
Dogmatism, and Anti-Semitism items were ambiguous. However, Rokeach
(1967) noted that Peabody had omitted any reference to word count of
the Conservatism items. This information is necessary if a complete
analysis of this line of reasoning is to be made. Rokeach (1967) pro-
vided this missing link, and it turns out that the mean word count for
Conservatism items is about the same as that for the other three scales
:
"The fact that conservatism shows a low incidence of double agreement
even though it also has a high word count is clearly inconsistent with
the claim that the three authoritarianism scales have been empirically
found to be ambiguous (Rokeach, 1967, p. 350)."
Peabody (1966) had introduced other arguments to support his position.
He had indicated that there was a deliberate attempt to use ambiguous
items in the authoritarianism scales. Yet Rokeach, an author of one of
the scales, indicated that he had used "painstaking efforts" (1967,
p. 350) to be as unambiguous as possible.
Peabody (1966) had also equated "multibarreled statements" (p. 13)
with ambiguity. However, this was an assumption for which he offered
no evidence. As Rokeach (1967) pointed out, "Whether or not an item is
ambiguous must in the final analysis be ascertained by independent
means or by referring to the subject's perception of the item, and not
by deferring to an investigator's judgment that the item is ambiguous
(p. 351)." Rokeach (1967) concluded his article by citing a long series
of studies which had utilized his Opinionation Scale, as well as other
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authoritarianism scales, in an attempt to support his position. The
Opinionation Scale is a scale of general intolerance with items having
a mean word count of 18.1 (vev
_
similar to F, Dogmatism, Anti-Semitism,
and Conservatism items) and which was "...strongly immune to the
response-bias criticism, despite the fact that its construction required
on conceptual grounds, the deliberate and systematic use of double-
barreled statements... (Rokeach, 1967, p. 351)." Rokeach (1967)
questioned whether the significant findings of the cited studies could
be explained by the response-bias interpretation or whether the response-
bias framework could even generate the various hypotheses tested.
While this line of reasoning does legitimately question the usefulness
of the response bias concept, it does not in any way add support to the
plausibility of the hypotheses which Rokeach (1963) offered as alterna-
tive explanations for double agreement.
The most recent contribution to this continuing controversy comes
from the fourth participant in this interchange (Druckman, 1970).
Essentially, Druckman has attempted to put Rokeach 's (1963) hypotheses
to an empirical test.
In his first alternative hypothesis (B-^) , Rokeach (1963) indicated
that "high-dogmatic," but not "low-dogmatic", respondents tend to agree
with the dogmatic or authoritarian wording of an original item, but tend
to agree with its reversal because of its high social desirability. l’o
test this, Druckman (1970) obtained social desirability values for each
item of the Modified Dogmatism Scale, a 48-item scale consisting of 2u
original Dogmatism items plus their reversals. Correlations were computed
between the mean social desirability rating of an item and the average
amount of agreement with the item for original and reversed items,
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separately for "high-dogmatic" and "low-dogmatic" samples. Druckman
(1970) found that the two groups "...were not differentially responsive
to item social desirability and both were more responsive to the social
desirability of original items than to the social desirability of
reversed items (p. 69)." Additional work with an independent social
desirability measure, the Crowne-Marlowe Social Desirability Scale,
provided further evidence that the alternative hypothesis (Rokeach,
1963) is not tenable.
While this cluster of studies had definitively established the
existence of the double agreement phenomenon, little progress has been
made in establishing a reason as to why it occurs. The controversy as
to the existence or non-existence of acquiescence still remains. No
direct empirical evidence has yet been brought forward which would
substantiate or definitively reject that hypothesis.
The Opposite Form Technique as a Psychometric Tool
To this point, this entire review has examined research and theo-
retical presentations in which the opposite form technique was really a
tangential issue. In no instance was the OFT considered to be the
central matter under discussion. Instead, it was used as a device to
examine the "ubiquitous occurrence" (Druckman, 1970) of the double agree-
ment phenomenon. However, Ong (1965, 1966) saw the value of the OFT as
a psychometric tool and addressed himself to that problem directly.
He stated:
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More specifically, the study of measurement with opposite
forms would seem to be important in two respects. First,
theoretically speaking, there might be some contribution’
toward the refinement and development of the concept of oppo-
site forms
,
which mig’ : suit in a deeper understanding of
this problem. Second, practically speaking, there might be
some contribution toward the improvement or further develop-
ment of the present method of test construction, which might
result in a more economical way of constructing comparable
inventories (Ong, 1965, p. 19).
Yet, Ong faced the unenviable task of trying to explain why so many
authors had failed to find a substantial correlation between original
and oppositely-stated items in the F-scale research. His general
conclusion was that these authors had failed to write adequate reversals,
much as Rorer (1965) had indicated. However, he did offer a new inter-
pretation which has some intuitive merit.
Symonds' (1925) work was a notable exception in the literature in
that he found a .67 correlation between original and reversed items in
his scale. Ong (1965) suggests that this may be due to the fact that
Symonds wrote the original items as well as the opposite version of
those items. Since Symonds could correctly interpret the intended
meaning of his own original items, he might then be able to write more
effective reversals.
The question of what constitutes an adequate reversal is subject
to wide interpretation, and actual reversals have been constructed on
a variety of criteria by different authors (Symonds, 1925; Bass, 1955;
Chapman and Campbell, 1957; Jackson and Messick, 1957; Leavitt, Hax, and
Roche, 1955; Christie, Havel, and Seidenberg, 1958; Rorer, 1965). Ong
(1965) addressed the question directly and discussed various aspects
of oppositeness. The first point discussed was that of "structural
oppositeness" (Ong, 1965, p. 21). This condition can be met simply by
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inserting the word "not" to modify a verb or an adjective. Another
possibility would be to substitute an antonym for a key word. While
it is possible to create logical opposites in this way, there is some
question whether the finished product would be meaningful.
A second kind of oppositeness would be that of "functional
oppositeness" (Ong, 1965, p. 23). In this situation, the emphasis would
be on a reversal of meaning without necessarily attending to structure.
It would, in essence, become a psychological reversal. Consider this
statement: "Teachers do too much talking in class." The structural
opposite would be: "Teachers do too little talking in class."
However, this does not really get at the intent of the item. Consider
this reversal: "The amount of talking teachers do in class is about
right." In this latter reversal, the intended opposite meaning is
conveyed even though it is not structurally opposite. It should be
kept in mind, however, that in most instances it is quite possible to
have reversals which are both structurally and functionally opposite.
Ong (1965) discussed a third kind of oppositeness which he
referred to as "quasi-oppositeness" (p . 25). This kind of oppositeness
may appear to be opposite when in reality it is not. In such instances
it is possible to agree or disagree with both alternatives without
being inconsistent. The quasi-opposite of "I always wear a white
shirt" would be "I never wear a white shirt." However, if the respondent
wore a blue shirt even once, he would reject both alternatives. From
this discussion then, it is rather obvious that the construction of
effective reversals is a complex task.
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In addition to his theoretical presentation, Ong (1965) examined
the reliability, comparability, and flexibility aspects of opposite
forms. To do this he developed opposite forms for seven scales, each
of which contained 20 original items. This resulted in a 140 item
original scale (Form A) and a 140 item opposite-form scale (Form B)
.
The two forms were administered to over 120 adult university extension
students, but only 61 returned both forms completed. About half took
Form A first, and the other half took Form B first, with an interval
between testing of about one week. Test-retest correlations between
forms ranged from .67 to .83 for the various scales. A correlation of
-.14 was found for the Quasi-oppositeness Inventory. Based on these
results, Ong (1965) concluded:
The results ... showed that opposite forms of the inventory
type containing items with opposite directional idea could
be constructed with moderately high reliability, whereas
opposite forms containing items with quasi-opposite elements
were not reliable (p. 47).
Ong (1965) also addressed himself to the issue of comparability of
opposite forms which he defined as the relative ability of the two forms
to measure the same function. In operational terms, they could be con-
sidered comparable if the means and standard deviations are approxi-
mately equal. To test this, the scales were divided into three groups.
The first group consisted of scales which had had preliminary analysis
of items on an independent sample of subjects. The items had been
selected on the basis of low frequency of double-acceptance or double-
rejection. The second group was comprised of scales which had not
undergone this preliminary analysis. The final group was made up of
the Quasi-oppositeness Inventory plus scales built on items having
previously been shown to have a high rate of double-acceptance or
double -reject ion.
41
The tests of differences between means and standard deviations
based on comparisons between original and opposite forms indicated:
1) no differences between means of scales derived from an item analysis,
2) significant differences between means of scales which had not under-
gone the item analysis, 3) highly significant differences between means
for scales based on items known to produce inconsistent responses, as
well as for the Quasi-oppositeness Inventory, and 4) no significant
differences between standard deviations for any of the scales. From
these results, Ong (1965) concluded:
...that in order for opposite forms to be about the same in
means, both forms must be screened or subjected to a prior
analysis of items as a means of selecting the good items
(p. 50).
Ong (1965) studied one final aspect of his scales which he referred
to as f lexibility--effective length flexibility of opposite forms and
internal and external validity of opposite forms. Effective length
flexibility was studied by comparing the actual increase in reliability
by doubling test length through the inclusion of the opposite form with
the original form with that expected by the Spearman- Brown formula for
a double length test. The results indicated that:
The opposite forms of the inventory used in this study re-
vealed a certain limited flexibility. When the length of the
inventory was doubled by the inclusion of an opposite form of
each original item, the reliability increased to the degree
indicated by insertion of the factor 1.4 rather than 2.0 in the
Spearman- Brown Prophecy Formula (Ong, 1965, p. 54).
Internal validity (internal consistency) was studied by means of
odd-even and Kuder-Richardson reliability coefficients. In terms of
external validity, each of five scales used in the study served as an
external criterion for one another. In general, the results indicated
that the opposite forms followed about the same patterning of internal
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and external validity as did the original forms. Ong (1965) felt that
this was an indication of flexibility of opposite forms.
While this earlier study (Ong, 1965) was a significant contribution
to the field, various aspects of the study of opposite forms remained to
be examined. He attempted to remedy these deficiencies in his later
study (Ong, 1966). Specifically, he sought answers to questions
dealing with retest reliabilities using opposite forms, comparison of
the internal consistency reliability between the opposite forms, the
cross validation of the opposite forms, and the prediction of an educa-
tional criterion, using opposite forms. Five of the scales used in the
previous study (Ong, 1965) were utilized to test 181 college students.
The original and opposite forms were each administered twice in four
sittings in counterbalanced order. Ong (1966) indicated his results
showed that "...opposite-form inventories were comparable in internal
consistency reliabilities, in the cross validation of test-retest
reliabilities and opposite-form reliabilities, and in the correlation
with course grades (p. 915).
While Ong's earlier study (1965) could have been criticized on the
basis of using a limited sample, such a criticism would be dispelled
because he was able to cross validate his results with an independent
and larger sample of subjects. Thus, it seems only appropriate to state
that his work is a most valuable addition to the field of psychometrics
since his results are highly suggestive that the opposite- form technique
is an efficacious procedure.
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Summary
Ihe literature concerning the oppos itc- form technique in inventory
construction has four basic divisions. By far, the greatest number of
studies are concerned with the double agreement phenomenon in authori-
tarianism scales. This tendency to agree with both original and reversed
items has been attributed to acquiescence by many authors, although the
evidence is still inconclusive. Research with the MMPI has indicated
that the occurrence of double agreement is not generalizeable to all
self-report, inventories. The Peabody-Rokeach-Samelson-Druckman inter-
change has generated a considerable amount of activity, both of a
theoretical and empirical nature. This latter series of publications
has had the very desirable effect of encouraging authors to introduce
and defend new and creative arguments. Such an impetus has been most
fruitful in providing the field with some of its most imaginative efforts.
Finally, Ong 1 s work has given much credence to the value of the opposite-
form technique as a useful psychometric tool. It is concluded that the
preliminary findings in opposite-form research have been sufficiently
fruitful to warrant further study of the field.
CHAPTER III
METHOD
Subjects
Twenty-seven hundred and seventy-two students, grades seven through
twelve, representing seven different schools and four communities in
Western Massachusetts, were used as subjects in this study. The schools
and communities are as follows:
Birchland Park Junior High School, East Longmeadow
East Longmeadow High School, East Longmeadow
David Prouty Junior High School, Spencer
David Prouty High School, Spencer
Turners Falls Junior High School, Turners Falls
St. Agnes Junior High School, Dalton
Waconah Regional High School, Dalton
These schools were selected because they offered some diversity in
terms of school size. In addition, they offered a range in socio-
economic status of parents, and they represent both a suburban and rural
type of community. A second factor, of a practical nature, which was
involved in the selection process of these schools was their willingness
to participate. An eighth school was involved in the project initially,
but a change in administration of that school prevented the administra-
tion of the follow-up test or retest. Thus, the data from that school
was not usable.
Instruments
The basic instrument used in this study was the Learning Atmosphere
Attitude Scale (LAAS)
,
Form A, developed by Ronald H. Fredrickson, 1969.
This is an unpublished 30 item Likert- type experimental inventory which
45
purports to measure certain dimensions of a learning climate in schools.
It consists of items dealing with attitudes toward teachers, peers,
curriculum and facilities, administration of the schools, and school
activities as well as items which attempt to explore the way the
student perceives himself in relation to school and education.
The LAAS has gone through three revisions by Dr. Ronald H.
Fredrickson with extensive assistance from Mr. Francis W. Kelly
,
both
of the University of Massachusetts, School of Education. The initial
item pool consisted of 100 heterogeneous statements (Appendix A)
written by faculty members at the above institution. Some of these
statements were based on items found in other existing scales while
others were suggested by results obtained in a project conducted in the
Amherst, Massachusetts public school system. The initial 100-item
form of the LAAS was subjected to a factor analysis utilizing 1,200
junior high school and senior high school subjects. Based on this item
analysis, the scale was reduced to 50 items (Appendix B) . This 50-item
scale was administered to 56 high school subjects, utilizing both high
phase college preparatory and low phase work-study students. The
subjects with the 25 highest and 25 lowest scores on the 50-item LAAS
were used as criterion samples to select items for the second revision.
Statements which had a value of t> 1.75 were selected as usable items
(Kelly, 1969) which resulted in a 25-item scale (Appendix C) . Five
additional items were added to strengthen the construct dealing with
_
R. H. Fredrickson, personal communication, 1970.
2
F. W. Kelly, personal communication, 1970.
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attitudes toward physical facilities. Thus, the third and final
revision of the LAAS (Form A), the basic scale used in this study,
consists of 30 items (Appendix D)
.
Pilot studies using moderately small samples done by Kelly (1969),
on the 25-item revision of the LAAS suggest that the scale has a high
degree of internal consistency and some degree of construct validity.
A sample of 56 high school students, 28 high phase college preparatory
students and 28 low phase work-study students, were used in testing the
internal, consistency. Using a weighted scores modification of the Kuder-
Richardson Formula, values of .87 and .81 were obtained for the two
groups
.
A second study which utilized a different sample of students
(N = 89) was initiated to examine the question of construct validity.
It was hypothesized that students from diverse curricula would have
divergent attitudes about school. In this study, samples of college
preparatory, general, and work-study students were used to test the
hypothesis. A one-way analysis of variance of mean scores for these
groups indicated a significant difference between means. A pos t hoc
Duncan's Multiple Range Test of differences between mean scores indi-
cated that the mean score for the college preparatory group was signi-
ficantly larger than the mean score for both the general and the work-
study groups. These results suggest that the 25-item LAAS seems to
have some degree of construct validity in that it is able to distinguish
between groups of students hypothesized to have divergent attitudes
about school.
Items are written both in a positive and negative format to reduce
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the effects of response bias (Likert, 1932). That is, a high (or low)
score is based on items to which one must respond both in the "Agree"
direction and the "Disagree" direction. Subjects respond to each item
on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = undecided,
4 - disagree, 5 = strongly disagree). The subjects' actual responses
in this study were made on a DT.GITEK 1120-C five-point answer sheet.
Of the 30 items of the LAAS (Form A)
,
16 are cast in a negative
format and 14 in a positive format. In terms of scoring, the responses
to the positive items are reversed so that a high score represents a
positive attitude toward the particular learning environment in which
the respondent finds himself.
Each of the additional forms (B, C, D, and 4) which were developed
by the author of this study are variations of Form A. (They were
labeled in this way to conform to the format called for on the DIGITEK
DS 1120-C answer sheet). Form B (Appendix E) consists of Form A items
paraphrased and retains the 14 positive and 16 negative item division.
Form A items were rewritten by Fredrickson and Kelly in such a way
that the essential aspects of the concepts in the items were retained
but different words were used. That is, the intent of this revision
process was to develop new items which retained the intensity and
direction of the idea expressed in the original attitudinal statements
but yet were sufficiently different from the original items that they
would not readily be recognized as being the same. This was done in
some instances by substituting synonyms for key words in the original
items. In other cases, the substitution involved an entire phrase.
Frequently, the order of the phrasing of the statement was altered as well.
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These item pairs (original item and revised item) were submitted
for a comparative evaluation by four individuals independently who had
some background in testing and guidance and by a class of high school
students. The evaluators were asked to submit comments as to their
impressions regarding the similarity of items within an item pair in
that the revised item did or did not communicate the same idea as the
original item. If they felt that the revised item did not communicate
the same idea as the original, they were asked to make suggestions about
changes which would make the items in a given pair more similar. The
author of this study and a colleague integrated the resulting suggestions
and comments into the revised items, wherever appropriate, and this
established the final wording of Form B items. Three typical examples
of Form A items with their final Form B revisions are indicated below:
Form A
:
Form B:
My teachers really know me.
Teachers know me as a person as well as a student.
Form A:
Form B:
I can express strong personal beliefs in my classes.
In my classes, I am able to express my own strong opinions.
Form A: This school is more concerned with rules and regulations
Form B:
than with what we are learning.
The "Do's and Dont's" in this school are more important
than what is learned.
Form C (Appendix F) is composed of 30 items, all written in a
positive format. Thus, the 14 positive items from Form A are retained
and are coupled with the 16 negative items oppositely stated. The
reverse procedure was used in Form D (Appendix G) so that all 30 items
are cast in a negative format. Form 4 (Appendix H) is a true opposite
form. The 14 positive items from Form A were made negative in Form 4,
and conversely the 16 negative items were rewritten in a positive format
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In all alternate forms, where appropriate (Forms B, C, and 4), positive
items were reversed in the scoring to be consistent with the scoring of
Form A described above.
Oppositeness was achieved by rewriting the original items of Form
A in such a way that the intensity of the attitude expressed in the
original item was retained but the meaning was made opposite. An
attempt was made to achieve the conditions of "structural" and "functional
oppositeness" as indicated by Ong (1965) . In some cases this was done
by inserting or deleting a negative modifier, such as "not". In other
cases, a negative prefix was added to a key word to develop the sense
of oppositeness (such as a change from "like" to "dislike"). In still
another instance, a substitution of an antonym for a key word in the
original statement was sufficient to develop the opposite concept. In
all cases, an attempt was made to generate revisions which were similar
in length, had as few modifications as possible, maintained the intensity
of the attitude expressed in the original item, yet which produced
items which were psychologically opposite.
The resulting oppositely-worded items were submitted to four
independent evaluators who were asked to comment on the degree that
they felt that oppositeness was achieved. (These four evaluators were
the same individuals who assisted in the development of Form B.) These
individuals were instructed to study each item pair (original item and
opposite item) and to report their impressions about the effectiveness
of the reversals. They were specifically asked to attend to the degree
that a psychological opposite was developed and to the degree that the
intensity of the attitude expressed in the item was maintained. The
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author of this study and a colleague integrated the resulting sugges-
tions and comments into the oppositely-stated items, wherever appro-
priate, and this establisheu 't.:e final wording of the opposite form of
the LAAS
. Three examples of Form A items with corresponding oppositely-
stated items are indicated below:
Form A: I like to support the big school events.
Opposite: I dislike supporting the big school events.
Form A: I feel that I am doing well in school.
Opposite: I feel that I am doing poorly in school.
Form A: Students don't have enough books and materials available
to them in this school.
Opposite: Students have enough books and materials available to
them in this school.
To counteract any order effect, items in the four alternate forms
were assigned to their position in a random fashion with the use of a
random number table. Appendix I indicates the items on the alternate
forms which correspond to the items in Form A. The items which are
reversed in the scoring are noted also.
Procedure
The procedure for carrying out this study essentially utilized a
test-retest format. Form A of the LAAS was administered to all subjects
in the initial testing. Six to seven weeks later, Form A, B, C, D or
4 was administered to each subject. The different forms were distributed
in a quasi-random fashion such that approximately 20% of the subjects
took each of the five forms.
While the instructions were uniform in all cases, the actual
administration procedure varied with the individual school situation.
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Whenever possible, an entire school was tested at one time, and this
was done in four cases. Homeroom teachers served as room monitors and
handed aniu.’ collected the "te s f materials. Instructions were read
over the public address system by the author or a colleague. If it was
not possible to test an entire school at once, subjects were tested in
varying size groups by a trained test administrator other than the
author. Standardized instructions (Appendix J and K) were utilized by
all administrators.
At the completion of testing, each answer sheet was scanned
visually to check for various errors and invalidating characteristics.
Sheets which had been marked in ink or had light pencil marks were
remarked and retained. Sheets with missing names or fictitious names
were rejected. Subjects who had selected the neutral response
("undecided") on all 30 items or who marked a systematic pattern (for
example--], 2, 3, 4, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1, etc.) were also rejected. Subjects
who did not complete both the pretest and posttest could not be used in
the study. Subjects who failed to indicate the form of their posttest
or gave inconsistent information about the form of their posttest were
eliminated. An excessive number of item omissions was also a basis for
elimination. However, if a subject omitted only one or two items, the
"undecided" position was marked for those one or two items and the sheet
was retained. Approximately 37o of the total number of sheets collected
were invalidated which resulted in 2772 usable data sets remaining for
use in this study. While this process was long and extremely laborious,
it seemed necessary to go through the above procedures to reduce the
size of the error components of the measures involved in this study.
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Scoring and Analysis of Data
Druckman (1970) devised a coding system to determine the amount of
inconsistent double agreement or inconsistent double rejection repre-
sented by a response combination (corresponding items in the test-retest,
situation). The coding system which was used in this study is a modi-
fication of the Druckman approach. Druckman' s coding involves the
arithmetic difference between the response values of any pair of test-
retest items (retaining the sign). Table 1 illustrates Druclcman's
coding system.
Table 1
Druckman 's System for Coding Amount of
Double Agreement or Double Rejection
Response to Corresponding
Item in Posttest 1
Response
2
to Pretest
3
Item
4 5
1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
3 -2 -1 0 + 1 +2
4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1
5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0
Thus, positive scores would indicate inconsistency in the double agree-
ment direction while negative scores would indicate inconsistency of
the double rejection type. For Druckman's purposes, such a system was
useful and meaningful, but it does have a distinct limitation in that
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the summation of positive and negative scores has a canceling effect.
Since scores which approach zero indicate consistency, certain combina-
tions of positive and negative scores could result in spurious indica-
tions of consistency.
In this study, the absolute value of the differences between item
pairs was used in the scoring to eliminate the limitation of the
Druckman system. Table 2 illustrates the modification of Druckman's
coding system used in this study.
Table 2
Modification of Druckman's System for Coding
Amount of Discrepancy Be tween Pretest and Posttest I terns
Response to Corresponding
Item in Posttest 1
Response
2
to Pretest
3
Item
4 5
1 0 1 2 3 4
2 1 0 1
:
2 3
3 2 1 0 1 2
4 3 2 1 0 1
5 4 3 2 1 0
Thus, the criterion score (the aggregate of paired-item discrepancies)
for any given subject was the sum of the absolute value of the dif-
ferences between 30 paired items.
30
Subject's score = 2
x=l
(Test item response)^ - (Retest item response)^.
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As suggested by Nunnally (1967), a "coefficient alpha" (a measure
of internal consistency) was computed for each of the variations of the
LAAS
. He points out that this statistic is "...so pregnant with meaning
that it should routinely be applied to all new tests (p. 196)." Means
and standard deviations for the five scale forms (A, B, C, D and 4) and
correlations between forms were also computed.
A completely randomized three-factor analysis of variance (Myers,
1966, pp. 113-131), with correction for disproportionality
,
was used to
analyze the data resulting from this study. The actual analysis was
performed by the CDC 3600 computer at the Research Computing Center of
the University of Massachusetts using the G4 UMAS
,
UNEQFREQ program
(Woodman and Dickinson, 1967). A model of this analysis appears below.
Completely Randomized Three-Factor Analysis of Variance
Source of Variance Degrees of Freedom
Test-Retest Treatments 4
Grade 5
Sex 1
Treatments x Grade 20
Treatments x Sex 4
Grade x Sex 5
Treatments x Grade x Sex 20
Within-Cel Is 2712
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This model was used to test for differences between test-retest
treatment groups as well as for interaction between treatments and
grade in school and interaction between treatments and sex. The F
value was obtained and interpreted for statistical significance from
the F table at the .01 level of significance. A post hoc comparison of
mean differences was performed using a Neuman Keuls Test to determine
where the differences existed.
In addition to the analysis performed on the data from the entire
subject pool, additional analyses were done within various subgroups.
These subgroups included schools, males, females, junior high school
students, and senior high school students.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The findings of this study are presented in this chapter. F tests,
Newman-Keuls tests, "coefficient" alpha, product moment correlations,
means
,
and standard deviations were computed to analyze the data and
test the hypotheses stated in Chapter III. A descriptive statistic
describing the partition of the 2772 subjects into sub-classes is
reported in Table 3. Approximately 20% of the subjects were included
in each of the five test-retest conditions. The division by sex was
nearly equal. There was a degree of disproportionality in terms of
representation by grade, with numbers decreasing as grade level increased.
The number of subjects by school is reported in Table 4. The
variability reflects the variation in the size of schools from which
subjects were drawn. The scales were administered six to seven weeks
apart on the testing days to all students in attendance. No sampling
of the population was done.
Means and standard deviations for each form of the LAAS are reported
in Table 5. The results reported there indicate a degree of similarity
for all forms on both measures. The mean scores which range from 90.69
to 94.31 reflect a value which is slightly above the neutral point (90)
on the scoring scale. This suggests that one of Likert's (1932) criteria
for constructing an effective attitude scale has been approximated in
the LAAS. He states:
In general it would seem desirable to have each statement
so worded that the modal reaction to it is approximately in
the middle of the possible responses (Likert, 1932, p. 45).
57
00 03 o> Mt 00 CN
•U CO 1—
l
O t—
1
o
H m m m CO CN
c
o
•H
u
13
d
0
o
4J
CO
cuU
a)
DC
1
u
co
QJ
H
>>
X>
T3
d
CtJ
CU
33
ctj
03 UO
(3
<—1
X> X
d
H
X
(3
CO
toX
to
•u
o
cu
•'—
>
X
d
CO
14-1
o
d
cu
rO
E
3)2
I
<
Pm vD CN m 00 G\ 00 00m Mf CO CM in
CN
2 r^ O m r-m m in CO CO CO vD
CM
Q
<
fxj CM m o CN r—
1
<r
in m m co CO CD
CM
s co co in CN 00 vt mm m m co CN M3
CM
C3
O pM o 03 vO t-M CD r-* 03
•H m in m co co
4J CM
•H vO
T3
d O m
o i
o < s CO r—1 CN m CD o t"'
CD m m m CO 03
J-) CM
to
cu
•u
cu
DC
4-> Pm CD o 03 co co in
to cD CD uo CO o
CU cn
H r-M
CQ r^
1 m
C S in 00 vD 00 i—• co cO
m CO CO cD
CM
<
I
c
pp CO CO t—I <f CO O'
I m m m -j- cm n-
CM
S COm
<)
cD
o 03 <-4
M3 <!<!•
03
cn
o
o
CO
t"
m
<u
CO
(U
r co 03
cd
dO
to
r—l
CM Cd
r—l JJ
o
H
58
Table 4
Number of Subjects by School
School
N
Birchland Park Junior High School 500
East Longmeadow Senior High School 731
David Prouty Senior High School 535
David Prouty Junior High School 262
Turners Falls Junior High School 274
St. Agnes Junior High School 51
Waconah Regional Senior High School 419
Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations
for the Five Forms of the LAAS
Form N X S.D.
Pretest Form A (original) 2772 94.31 15.85
Posttest Form A (original) 571 93.00 16.74
Posttest Form B (parallel) 571 91.57 16.63
Posttest Form C (all positive) 576 90.69 16.75
Post test Form D (all negative) 529 92.14 17.75
Posttest Form 4 (opposite) 525 91.79 17.03
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As suggested by Nunnally (1967), a "coefficient alpha", a measure
of internal consistency, was computed for each of the forms of the
LAAS, including pretest Form A, and the results are reported in Table 6.
Ihe computed values range from .85 for pretest Form A to .98 for post-
test Form C and post test Form 4.
Table 6
Internal Consistency Measure (Coefficient Alpha)
for Each Form of the Learning Atmosphere Attitude Scale
Form N rkk
Pretest A (original) 2772 .85
Posttest A (original) 571
.95
Pos ttest B (parallel) 571 .96
Po sites t C (all positive) 576 .98
Posttest D (all negative) 529 .96
Posttest 4 (opposite) 525 .98
Product moment correlations between forms of the LAAS in each test-
retest condition are reported in Table 7. The first correlation
reported in Table 7 is a measure of test-retest reliability. The
additional correlations indicate measures of relationship between the
original form and alternate forms of the LAAS which approximate the
test-retest reliability of the original form of the scale.
A completely randomized three- factor analysis of variance with
correction for disproportions! ity was used to test the stated hypotheses.
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Table 7
Product Moment Correlations Between Forms
of the LAAS in Each Test-Retest Condition
Condition
Original-Original (A-A)
Original-Parallel (A-B)
Original-All Positive (A-C)
Original-All Negative (A-D)
Original-Opposite (A-4)
N r
571
.80
571 .82
576 .75
529 .79
525 .79
A Newman-Keuls test of differences between ordered discrepancy score
means was performed for the analysis where significant differences were
found
.
A statistical analysis of each hypothesis is presented below.
Hypothesis 1: There are no significant differences between dis-
crepancy scores of groups undergoing the five test-
retest conditions (1. original-original, A-A;
2. original-parallel, A-B; 3. original-all positive,
A-C; 4. original-all negative, A-D; and 5. original-
opposite
,
A-4)
.
A completely randomized three-factor analysis of variance with correction
for dispropor tionality was performed to test Hypothesis 1. The results
of this analysis appear in Table 8.
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Table 8
Analysis of Variance of Discrepancy Scores for Total Sample
Source df SS MS F
Sex 1 4,345.89 4,345.89 54.18*
Grade 5 9,826.21 1 , 965 . 24 24.50*
Condition 4 11,764.04 2,941.01 36.66*
Sex x Grade 5 376.00 75.20 0.94
Sex x Condition 4 370.98 92.74 1.16
Grade x Condition 20 2,546.91 127.35 1.59
Sex x Grade x Condition 20 1,543.96 77.20 0.96
Within Cells 2,712 217,541.86 80.21
**p C .01
Based on the results found in Table 8, Hypothesis 1 was rejected.
The resulting F test (F = 36.66; df = 4, 2712) was significant at the
.01 level, indicating significant differences between the mean dis-
crepancy scores of test-retest conditions. A Newman-Keuls test for
differences between ordered means was performed to determine where the
differences existed. The results of this analysis are presented in
Table 9. Inspection of Table 9 indicates significant differences
(p < .01) between all but two comparisons (condition A-C vs. condition
A-D, and condition A-B vs. condition A-4)
.
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Table 9
Newman -Keu Is Test: for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Total Sample
Condition A-A A-C A-D A-B A-4
Mean 23.16 26.45 26.82 28.48 29.24
A-A 23.16 3 . 29** 3 . 66** 5.32** 6.08**
A-C 26.45 0.37 2.03** 2.79**
A-D 26.82 1.66** 2.42**
A-B 28.48 0.76
A-4 29.24
A-A A^C A-D A^B A-4
**p < .01
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant interaction between dis-
crepancy scores of groups undergoing the five test-
retest conditions and grade in school.
An examination of Table 8 indicates a failure to reject Hypothesis
2. The resulting F test (F = 1.59; df = 20, 2712; p > .01) for this
effect (grade x condition interaction) was non-significant.
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant interaction between dis-
crepancy scores of groups undergoing the five test-
retest conditions and sex.
An examination of Table 8 indicates a failure to reject Hypothsis
3 also. The resulting F test (F = 1.16; df = 4, 2712; p > .01) for
ondition interaction) was non-significant.this effect (sex x c
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While statistics pertaining to the three stated hypotheses have
been presented, this in no way exhausts all of the dimensions of the
data which should be examined. Since the size of the sub-samples from
the seven schools used in this study varied greatly (51-731)
,
a con-
sideration of the influence of each school on the results of the F test
reported in Table 8 is important. An analysis of variance for six of
the seven schools used in this study :is reported in Tables 10 - 15. The
seventh school, St. Agnes Junior High School, was eliminated due to the
small size of the sample,
Analysis of Variance of
N = 51.
Table
Discrepancy
10
Scores for Junior High School A
Source df SS MS F
'
“
Sex 1 443.00 443.00
5.36*
Grade 1 102.51 102.51 1.24
Condition 4 3,690.72 922.68 11.15*
Sex x Grade 1 278.33 278.33 3.36
Sex x Condition 4 362.31 90.58 1.10
Grade x Condition 4 232.55 58.14 0.70
Sex x Grade x Condition 4 45.47 11.37 0.14
Within Cells 480 39,710.36 82.73
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 11
Analysis of Variance of Discrepancy Scores for Senior High School B
Source df ss MS F
Sex 1 978.47 978.47 14.28**
Grade 3 184.51 61.50 0.90
Condition 4 1,551.94 387.98 5 . 66**
Sex x Grade
f
3 523.62 174.54 2.55
Sex x Condition 4 423.43 105.86 1 .55
Grade x Condition 12 1,379.64 114.97 1.68
Sex x Grade x Condition 12 620.96 51.75 0.76
Within Cells 691 47,353.70 68.53
**p < .01
Analysis of Variance of
Table
Discrepancy
12
Scores for Senior High School C
Source df SS MS F
Sex 1 1,860.73 1,860.73 23.46**
Grade 3 180.22 60.07 0.76
Condition 4 2,485.04 621.26 7.83**
Sex x Grade 3 375.03 125.01 1.58
Sex x Condition 4 417.62 104.41 1.32
Grade x Condition 12 1,785.07 148.76 1.88
Sex x Grade x Condition 12 903.28 75.27 0.94
Within Cells 495 39,262.90 79.32
**p < .01
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Table 13
Analysis of Variance of Discrepancy Scores for Junior High School D
Source df SS MS F
Sex 1 1,115.99 1,115.99 14.87*-
Grade 1 1.00 1.00 0.01
Condition. 4 1,974.30 493.58 6.58*
Sex x Grade 1 22.22 22.22 0.30
Sex x Condition 4 55.82 13.95 0.19
Grade x Condition 4 60.55 15.14 0.20
Sex x Grade x Condition 4 931.22 232.80 3.10
Within Cells 242 18,157.57 75.03
**p < .01
Table 14
Analysis of Variance of Discrepancy Scores for Junior High School E
Source df SS MS F
Sex 1 75.74 75.74 0.78
Grade 1 31.90 31.90 0.33
Condition 4 2,242.18 560.55 5.74'
Sex x Grade 1 34.59 34.59 0.35
Sex x Condition 4 660.79 165.20 1.69
Grade x Condition 4 68.15 17.04 0.17
Sex x Grade x Condition 4 61.61 15.40 0.16
Within Cells 254 24,802.92 97.65
**p < .01
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Table 15
Analysis of Variance of Discrepancy Scores for Senior High School F
Source df SS MS F
Sex 1 28.75 28.75 0.35
Grade 3 97.52 32.51 0.40
Condition 4 1,489.05 372.26 4.53*
Sex x Grade 3 428.23 142.74 1.74
Sex x Condition 4 137.09 34.27 0.42
Grade x Condition 12 932.72 77.73 0.95
Sex x Grade x Condition 12 723.16 60.26 0.73
Within Cells
**p < .01
379 31,174.09 82.25
An examination of Tables 10 - 15 indicates clearly that no one
school was the chief contributor to the significant F for the test-
retest condition effect found in Table 8. The resulting F for this same
effect was significant (p < .01), without exception, for each of the
schools involved in this study.
A further analysis of each of the various subsets of the total
subject pool provided additional information regarding the pervasiveness
of the significant differences between discrepancy score means for the
five test-retest conditions. A separate analysis of variance for junior
high school grades (7-8) combined and senior high school grades (9-12)
combined is reported in Tables 16 and 17. The F test for differences
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Table 16
Analysis of Variance of Discrepancy Scores for All Junior High School Subj<
Source df SS MS F
Sex 1 1,654.69 1,654.69 19.42**
Grade 1 70 . 24 70.24 0.82
Cond ition 4 8,080.24 2,020.06 23.71**
Sex x Grade 1 45.73 45.73 0.54
Sex x Condition 4 660.78 165.19 1.94
Grade x Condition 4 374.92 93.73 1.10
Sex x Grade x Condition 4 396.59 99.15 1.16
Within Cells 1,067 90,904.89 46,605.86
**p < .01
Table 17
Analysis of Variance of Discrepancy Scores for
All Senior High School Subjects (Grades 9-12)
Source df SS MS F
Sex 1 2,746.25 2,746.25 35.67*
Grade 3 187.00 62.33 0,81
Condition 4 5,282.59 1,320.65 17.16*
Sex x Grade 3 318.50 106.17 1.38
Sex x Condition 4 235.22 58.81 0.76
Grade x Condition 12 1,534.31 127.86 1.16
Sex x Grade x Condition 12 690.38 57.53 0.75
Within Cells 1,645 126,636.96 27,371.13
**p < .01
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between discrepancy score means was significant (p < .01) for both
junior high school (F = 23.71; df = 4, 1067) and senior high school
subjects (F = 17.16; df = 4, 1645).
A similar analysis of variance statistic was computed separately
for male and female subjects. This information is reported in Tables
18 and 19. The F test for differences between discrepancy score means
was significant (p < .01) for both male (F = 15.65; df =4, 1365) and
female subjects (F = 23.23; df = 4, 1347).
Table 18
Analysis of Variance of Discrepancy Scores for All Male Subjects
Source df SS MS F
Grade 5 4,814.74 962.95 10.52*
Condition 4 5,728.57 1,432.14 15.65*
Grade x Condition 20 2,262.44 113.12 1.24
Within Cells 1365 124,894.00 91.50
**p < .01
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Table 19
Analysis of Variance of Discrepancy Scores for All Female Subjects
Source df SS MS F
Grade 5 5,458.11 1,091.62 15.87'
Condition 4 6,389.85 1,597.46 23.23-
Grade x Condition 20 1,703.61 85.18 1.23
Within Cells
**p < .01
1347 92,647.85 68.78
While a significant F test indicates the presence of differences
between means beyond a specified level of probability, an additional
statistic is necessary to determine if there are significant differences
between specific pairs of means. A Newman-Keuls test of differences
between ordered means was computed in each instance where a significant
F-ratio for test-retest conditions was found in Tables 10-19. These
results are reported in Tables 20-29.
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Table 20
Newman-Keuls Test for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Junior High School A
Condition
Mean
A-A
24.44
A-D
26.92
A-C
28.63
A-B
30.84
A-4
32.23
A-
A
24.44 2.48 4.19** 6.40** 7.79**
A-D 26.92 1.71 3.92** 5.31**
A-C 28.63 2.21 3.60*
A-B 30.84 1.39
A-4 32.23
A-A A-D A-C A-B A-4
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 21
Newman -Keu Is Test for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Senior High School B
Condition A-A A-D A-C A-B A-4
Mean 22.34 24.73 25.20 26.08 26.73
A-A 22.34 2.39* 2.86** 3.74** 4.39**
A-D 24.73 0.47 1.35 2.00
A-C 25.20 0.88 1.53
A-B 26.08 0.65
A-4 26.73
A-A A-D A-C A-B A-4
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 22
Newraan-Keul^ Test for Differences Between
Ordered Meant, for Senior High School C
Condition
Mean
A-A
22.80
A-C
25.54
A-D
27.29
A-B
28.12
A-4
29.08
A-A 22.80 2.74* 4.49** 5.32** 6 . 28**
A-C 25.54 1.75 2.58 3.54
A-D 27.29 0.83 1.79
A-B 28.12 0.96
A-4 29.08
A-A A-C A-D A-B A-4
*p < .05
**P < - 01
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Table 23
Newman-Keuls Test for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Junior High School D
Condition
Mean
A-A
24.64
A-C
30.55
A-D
31.50
A-4
31.64
A-B
32.11
A-A 24.64 5.91** 6.86** 7.00** 7.47**
A-C 30.55 0.95 1.09 1.56
A-D 31.50 0.14 0.61
A-4 31.64 0.47
A-B 32.11
A-A A-C A-D A-4 A-B
**p < .01
Table 24
Newman-Keuls Test for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Junior High School E
Condition A-A A-C A-D A-4 A-B
Mean 24.57 28.17 29. 6G 32.28 32.30
A-A 24.57 3.60
5.09*
* 7.71** 7 . 7 3
-
A-C 28.17 1.49 4.11 4.13
A-D 29.66 2.62 2.64
A-4 32.28 0.02
A-B 32.30
A-A A-C A-D A-4 A-B
*p < .05
**P < -oi
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Table 25
Newman-Keuls Test for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Senior High School F
Condition A-A A-C A-D A-B A-4
Mean 21.22 23.12 25.15 25.84 26.74
A-A 21.22 1.90
3.92*
* 4.62** 5.52**
A-C 23.12 2.02 2.72 3.62
A-D 25.15 0.70 1.60
A-B 25.84 0.90
A- 4 26.74
A-A A-C A-D A-B A-4
*P < -05
**p < .01
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Table 26
Newman-Keuls Test for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Senior High Subjects
Condition A-A A-C A-D A-B A-4
Mean 22.23 24.86 25.57 26.60 27.53
A-A 22.23 2.63** 3.34** 4.37** 5.30**
A-C 24.86
-
0.71 1.74* 2.67**
> ! 25.57 1.03 1 . 96*
A-B 26.60 0.93
A-4 27.53
A-A A-C A-D A-B A-4
*p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 27
Newman-Keuls Test for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Junior High Subjects
Condition A-A A-D A-C A-B A-4
Means 24.36 28.67 28.96 31.56 32.01
A-A 24.36 4.31** 4 . 60** 7 . 20** 7.65**
A-D 28.67 0.29 2.89** 3.34**
A-C 28.96 2.60** 3.05**
A-B 31.56 0.45
A-4 32.01
A-A A-D A-C A-B A-4
**p < .01
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Table 28
Newman-Keuls Test for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Male Subjects
Condition A-A A-D A-C A-4 A-B
Means 24.33 28.04 28.15 29.83 29.98
A-A 24.33 3.71** 3.82** 5.50** 5.65**
A-D 2804 0.11 1.79 1.94
A-C 28.15 1.68 1.83
A-4 29.83 0.15
A-B 29.98
A-A A-D A-C A-4 A-B
**p < .01
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Tabic 29
Newman-Keuls Test for Differences Between
Ordered Means for Female Subjects
Condition A-A A-C A-D A-B A-4
Mean 21.98 24.73 25.58 26.96 28.64
A-A 21.98 2.75** 3 . 60** 4.98** 6 . 66**
A-C 24.73 0.85 2.23** 3.91**
A-D 25.58 1.38* 3.06**
A-B 26.96 1 . 68*
A-4 28.64
A-A A-C A-D A-B A-4
*P < -05
**P < -01
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The results found in fables 20-29 seem to indicate a pattern or
ordering of means similar to that found in Table 9. That is, the
smallest mean difference was that of condition A-A (original-original)
;
the largest was that of condition A-4 (original-opposite) or A-B
original-parallel)
;
and conditions A-C (original-all positive) and
A-D (original-all negative), interchangeably, fell between the extremes.
The pattern was as follows: A-A; A-C or A-D; A-B or A-4.
Condition A-A seemed to stand by itself as significant from all
other conditions, in most cases. (Only three out of forty comparisons
of this type were non-significant--Table 20, Table 24, and Table 25).
Conditions A-C and A-D formed one cluster pair, and conditions A-B
and A-4 formed a second cluster pair. Comparisons A-C vs. A-D and A-B
vs. A-4 were rarely signif icant--only once in twenty comparisons as
noted in Table 29.
Additional results, while not dealing directly with the stated
hypotheses, offered supplementary possibilities for consideration. The
results in Table 8 indicate a significant (p < .01) F-ratio for both
sex (F = 54.18; df = 1, 2712) and grade (F = 24.50; df = 5, 2712). As
shown in Table 30, males demonstrated significantly larger discrepancy
scores than did females, regardless of test-retest condition.
The significant F-ratio for the grade effect found in Table 8
required further analysis. The mean discrepancy scores for the six
grades involved in this study are reported in Table 31.
An inspection of Table 31 seems to indicate that the significant
differences in grade may be due to differences between junior high
school vs. senior high school subjects. A separate analysis of variance
Table 30
Mean Discrepancy Scores for Male and Female Subjects
N X diff
.
Males 1395 28.12 2.58**
Females 1377 25.54
Total 277 2
**p < .01
Table 31
Mean Discrepancy Scores for Grades 7-12
Grade N X
7 538 29.64
8 549 29.13
9 519 25.54
10 444 25.14
11 404 26.08
12 318 25.44
Total 2772
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for junioi high school grades (7 and 8) and senior high school grades
(9, 10, 11 and 12), the basic organization in the schools studied,
seems to confirm this observation. These results are reported in
Tables 16 and 17
. While the F-ratio for the sex and condition main
effects remain significant (p < .01), the statistically significant F-
ratio for grade reported in Table 8 disappears. To further support
this finding, a Newman-Keuls test for ordered discrepancy score means
for grades was performed for the total sample, and the results are
reported in Table 32. The results clearly indicate that while grades
within school level (junior high school, senior high school) do not
differ from each other, there is a highly significant difference (p < .01)
between senior high school and junior high school subjects on the de-
pendent variable, regardless of the test-retest condition.
In summary, the first of three stated hypotheses was rejected
while the latter two were not. The results indicated significant
differences between five test-retest conditions. Further analysis of
ordered means on various sub-sets of subjects seemed to demonstrate a
specific and persistent pattern to the ordering of means. Significant
differences were found between male and female subjects and between
senior high school and junior high school subjects on the dependent
variable, regardless of the test-retest condition. Finally, highly
significant correlations were reported between scale forms in the five
test-retest conditions.
Newman-Keuls
Test
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Differences
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The primary purpose of this study was to utilize the opposite
form technique to develop alternate forms of the Learning Atmosphere
Attitude Scale (LAAS) and to examine the response patterns of combina-
tions of original and oppositely-stated items in terms of their relia-
bility and comparability. Stated another way, an attempt was made to
determine whether or not an alternate form of a scale, utilizing items
stated in a way which made them opposite in meaning from their
originals, could provide the same or similar kinds of information as
did the original form.
Seven secondary schools and 2,772 subjects were, involved in the
study. Different forms of the LAAS were administered six to seven
weeks apart to all students. Data was analyzed by a completely random-
ized three-factor analysis of variance with correction for dispropor-
tionality
.
The following three hypotheses were tested to study the relation-
ship between original and oppositely-stated items:
1. There are no significant differences between mean discrepancy
scores of the five test-retest conditions (1. original-
original, 2. original-parallel, 3. original-all positive,
4. original-all negative, and 5. original-opposite).
2. There is no significant interaction between test-retest
conditions and grade in school.
3. There is no significant interaction between test-retest
conditions and sex.
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Hypothesis 1_. In testing Hypothesis 1, significant differences
(p < .01) were found between discrepancy score means for the five
test-retest conditions. Further, it was found that these differences
resulted in an ordering of the means in a rather predictable pattern.
The original-original condition almost invariably generated a mean dis-
crepancy score with the lowest value in the order. Means for the
original-all positive and original-all negative conditions were quite
similar, and they fell, interchangeably, in positions two and three in
the ascending order. Likewise, means for the original-parallel and
original-opposite conditions were similar, and they were the most dis-
crepant test-retest conditions in the ascending order.
Such an ordering phenomenon is contrary both to an intuitive
assumption, as to what the order might be as well as to the order which
would be predicted by the acquiescence literature. The findings of
Bass (1955)
,
Chapman and Campbell (1957)
,
and Clayton and Jackson
(1961) were interpreted as demonstrating a high degree of acquiescence
response bias in subjects' responses to an attitude scale. The authors
in all studies utilized original and opposite forms of the F scale in a
test-retest situation and found a low relationship between results on
the two forms. Thus, if acquiescence response bias were present to a
high degree in subjects' responses to the LAAS , it would be predicted
that the mean discrepancy score for the original -oppos ite condition
would differ significantly from the mean discrepancy score for both the
original-original condition and the original-parallel condition. (The
or igi na 1 -par a 1 1 e 1 condition is included in this prediction since the
opposite form of the LAAS is opposite relative to the parallel form as
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well as to the original form.)
On an intuitive basis, one might assume that the original and
parallel forms would be similar and that therefore discrepancy scores
arising from the original-parallel condition should not differ greatly
from those of the original-original condition. This assumption of
similarity between the original and parallel forms was supported by
the high correlation between raw score totals. Yet the significant
differences found between discrepancy scores of the original-original
condition and the original-parallel condition make the previous intui-
tive assumption questionable.
Drawing on information provided by the acquiescence literature
reviewed in Chapter II, one would predict that the mean discrepancy
score for the original-opposite condition would significantly differ
from the mean for the original-original condition. Such a prediction
was confirmed by the findings of this study. By a similar line of
reasoning, however, the expectation would be that the original-
parallel mean would differ significantly from the original-opposite
mean. Such an occurrence was rarely found in this study which would
in turn disconfirm the findings supporting acquiescence. Thus, it
could only be concluded that the findings in this study are equivocal
if they are interpreted relative to the acquiescence literature since
the results both support and disconfirm predictions based on the
acquiescence literature.
If the acquiescence response bias interpretation is inadequate
to explain the findings of the study, then some other approach is
necessary. The similarities and dissimilarities of the test-retest
conditions and their relationship to each other seem to suggest a
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parsimonious alternative explanation. To begin with, the similarities
offer some clues. Ihe original -all positive and original-all negative
conditions are similar in the sense that about half of the retest form
items differ from the original items in both conditions. That is,
both the all positive form and the all negative form are composed of
items of which about half are the same as the original form and about
half are reversed. The original-parallel and original-opposite con-
dition share a common feature in that all the retest items differ from
the original, items. That is, the retest form of the scale in both
conditions is composed of items which have no overlap with the original
form of the scale.
Thus, the ordering of discrepancy score means for the various
conditions appears to produce a coherent pattern when viewed in the
light of the previous interpretation. The original-all positive and
original-all negative conditions produce similar results since they
are quite similar in their make-up (only about half of the retest items
differing from the original items). These conditions, in general,
generated discrepancy score means which were significantly greater than
those for the original-original condition but significantly smaller
discrepancy score means than did the original-parallel and original-
opposite conditions (where all retest items differed from the original
items)
.
Hypothesis 2 . In testing Hypothesis 2, it was concluded that no
significant interaction exists between test-retest conditions and grade
in school. That is, the results indicate that the significant differ-
ences (p < .01) between grade means are essentially independent of the
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effects of the test-retest conditions. While it was found that the
mean discrepancy score for junior high school subjects was signifi-
cantly greater than that for senior high school students, there is no
basis to conclude that the test-retest conditions had a differential
effect on the difference between the means. It would seem then that
the ordering phenomenon discussed in Hypothesis 1 above is indeed a
very pervasive one and similarly affects both junior high school
(grades 7-8) and senior high school (grades 9-12) subjects.
Hypothesis .3. In testing Hypothesis 3, it was concluded that no
significant interaction exists between test-retest conditions and sex.
Essentially, the results indicate that the significant difference
(p < .01) between mean discrepancy scores for male and female subjects
is independent of the effects of the test-retest conditions. While it
was found that the mean discrepancy score for male subjects was signi-
ficantly greater than that for female subjects, there is no basis to
conclude that the test-retest conditions had a differential effect on
the difference between the means.
Conclusions
The results of this study seem to indicate that the direction of
the wording of altered items seems to have little differential effect
on discrepancy scores resulting from a test-retest situation utilizing
the original and an alternate form of a scale, lhat is, as long as the
proportion of altered items remains the same in the alternate forms,
whether the altered items are written in the positive or in the negative
direction seems to be of little import in the determination of the
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magnitude of the discrepancy scores. The magnitude of the discrepancy
scores increases as the proportion of altered items on the alternate
form increases, regardless of the direction of the wording of the
altered items. For example, Form C and Form D are made up of about
one-half original items and one-half altered items. Form B and Form 4
are composed of all altered items. Conditions A-C and A-D had similar
discrepancy score means which were significantly greater than the mean
for condition A-A and significantly smaller than the discrepancy score
means for conditions A-B and A-4 (which were also similar). Thus, it
seems that the discrepancy scores are more a function of responding to
different items than it is of responding to different items oj: a
particu lar directionality
.
It was further concluded, that the use of the opposite form tech-
nique to construct alternate forms of a scale is at best a questionable
procedure at this time. The significant difference (p < .01) between
discrepancy score means for the original-original condition and the
original-opposite condition indicates that the information derived
from the opposite form is quite different from that produced by the
original form. Even though the relative ranking of raw score totals
are similar for subjects taking both forms, as evidenced by the high
correlation (r = .79) between the original and opposite forms, the
discrepancy score information indicates a rather significant internal
dissimilarity. Such a dimension of the data would not necessarily
affect a product moment correlation which is based simply on relation-
ship between raw score totals.
Also concluded from this study was that acquiescence response bias
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was not a significant factor in determining the results of this study.
Since the correlations between original and alternate forms in each
of the conditions so closely approximate the test-retest reliability
of the original scale, the amount of variance that could be attributed
to acquiescence would be very small. Additional support for this con-
clusion was introduced in the discussion of the findings relating to
Hypothesis 1. Ihere it was pointed out that based on the acquiescence
response bias literature, it would be predicted that the mean discrep-
ancy score for the original-opposite condition would differ signifi-
cantly from both the original-original and original-parallel conditions.
Since only the A-A vs. A-4 comparison was significant, it was suggested
that the acquiescence response bias interpretation was inadequate to
fully explain the findings.
Significance of the Study
The findings of this study have some rather serious implications
concerning accepted test construction procedures which utilize only
correlational methods to develop alternate forms. Generally speaking,
a newly developed alternate form of a scale is accepted as being a
satisfactory alternate form if it can be demonstrated that there is an
high correlation between this new alternate form and the original form.
The two forms are then considered to be comparable. However, the
findings of this study clearly indicate that correlational methods,
by themselves, are insufficient to ensure comparability of forms. It
is quite possible to have a high correlation between two forms of a
scale and still have discrepancy scores in a test-retest situation
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using the original and alternative forms which differ significantly
from discrepancy scores derived from a test-retest situation using the
original form twice.
Such findings become even more compelling when considering the
nature of the alternate forms used in this study. In many cases the
items in the alternate forms differed from the original items only
very slightly and in some cases by only one word. In a typical situa-
tion, alternate forms are developed by assembling two or more forms
from a large pool of items through various psychometric techniques.
Thus, in the latter situation, items in the alternate form may differ
greatly relative to the original items. This suggests that discrepancy
measures (if it were possible to measure such a dimension) derived from
scales wThose alternate forms have diverse items may indeed be even
greater than those found in this study.
The results of this study also raise some questions about the use
of alternate forms developed in traditional ways. If as this study
suggests that alternate forms may be measuring something different
from the original form, then the use of an alternate form as a com-
parable substitute for the original form may be unsound. Likewise,
the application to alternate forms of norms developed with the original
form may be a questionable procedure. Finally, research utilizing the
test-retest format may be erroneously considered to be non-significant
if a non-comparable alternate form is used in the retest situation.
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Limitations of the Study
Two major limitations of this study are noted which affect the
generalizabi lity of the major findings. The first arises from the
fact that only one scale was used in this study. While that was
sufficient to study the basic problem involved, no conclusions can be
drawn which would imply that the findings here hold true for other
scales which are unrelated to the LAAS
.
The second limitation evolves from the nature of subject pool.
All subjects came from seven schools in Western Massachusetts. While
these schools may in fact be representative, they cannot be considered
to be a random selection of all possible schools. Thus, conclusions
based on this study must be restricted to the seven schools involved
in the study.
Suggestions for Further Research
Suggestions for further research related to this study are dis-
cussed below. While the results of this study were quite marked,
additional supportive evidence is necessary. Further studies should
be conducted which utilize a variety of scales and a random selection
of secondary schools to determine whether the ordering phenomenon found
in this study is generalizable to other scales and to other schools.
Additional forms, using the opposite form technique, may have to be
included to supplement existing alternate forms of the scales.
Since the results of this study suggest that traditional methods
of developing alternate forms of scales may have serious limitations,
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new methods of scale development may be necessary. Refinement of the
opposite form technique may be a fruitful avenue to explore. Further
study into the nature of writing opposite statements would be a neces-
sary first step in order to develop opposite item pairs which have
minimal discrepancy scores. In essence, this procedure suggests the
development of a new micro- technique in scale development to ensure
equivalence between alternate items as well as equivalence between
alternate forms.
Investigations which study the various components of the criterion
score utilized in this study may add new dimensions to the findings
reported here. The discrepancy score which was used may have been more
accurately designated as being an absolute discrepancy score in that it
is made up of discrepancies of both the positive and negative type,
regardless of sign. Further analysis utilizing the positive and nega-
tive components, as well as the net difference between the two, may add
additional information. Directional shifts have some definite quali-
tative differences in terms of attitudes and feelings being expressed.
Finally, separate analysis of positively and negatively stated items
would add yet another dimension to this type of research. A study of
the psychological influence of these two types of items would comple-
ment the work done in this study as well as the research suggested
above
.
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE INVENTORY
Directions
You have all been provided with an answer sheet to be used in com-
pleting the Learning Atmosphere Inventory.
Please PRINT your name and other information requested at the top
of the answer sheet. You do not have to name your instructor or give
your identification number. DO NOT write on the question booklet.
The Learning Atmosphere Inventory contains 100 questions. For the
first 60 questions, there are 4 possible answers. You are to use only
the first 4 places on your answer sheet for questions 1 through 60.
If all of your teachers have you do a particular practice, you
would fill in:
1 = All
2 = Most
3 = Few
4 == None.
FOR EXAMPLE -- Question 1
If all of your teachers have recommended to you personally indivi-
dual reading materials your answer to this question would look like this
on the answer sheet:
1 xxxxx 23 4
If mos
t
of your teachers have recommended to you personally indivi-
dual reading materials your answer to this question would look like this
on the answer sheet:
1 2 xxxxx 3 4
If few of your teachers have recommended to you personally indivi-
dual reading materials your answer to this question would look like this
on the answer sheet:
1 2 43 xxxxx
100
If none of your teachers have recommended to you personally indi-
vidual reading materials your answer to this question would look like
this on the answer sheet:
1 2 3 4 xxxxx
Directions -- Questions 61 - 100
Fill in 1 for "yes" and 2 for "no" on your answer sheet.
Feel free to answer exactly the way you feel. This is not a test.
There are no right or wrong answers. Please notice that the questions
are numbered across on the answer sheet rather than up and down. Think
of all your subject areas.
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE INVENTORY
Name
(Last)
Grade
(First)
School Date
(Month) (Day) (Year)
Note to Students
Your junior and senior high schools are cooperating with the School
of Education at the University of Massachusetts in carrying out a study.
Feel free to answer exactly the way you feel. This is not a test.
There are no right or wrong answers. Your help is appreciated.
Part I -- Instructions
Please place an x after the practices listed below if All
,
Most
,
Few
,
or None of your teachers have done any of
these things with you. Think of all subject areas. Don't forget any
questions
.
HOW MANY OF YOUR TEACHERS HAVE --
1
.
Recommended to you personally individual reading materials?
All Mos t Few None
2. Had you work in small groups on research projects?
All Most Few None
3. Had you work separately on individual projects not generally
assigned to other members of the class?
All Mos t Few None
4. Encouraged you to undertake a theme or research paper for which you
were given credit in more than one subject?
All Most Few None
5. Encouraged you to use your imagination in your work?
All Mos t Few None
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6.
Encouraged you to use special materials (including textbooks)
different than those used by other students?
All Most Few None
7. Shown an interest in your ideas or opinions about school affairs?
All Most Few None
8. Given you special instruction on how to take notes on lectures and
reading materials?
All Most Few None
9. Encouraged you to participate in summer school programs, institutes,
clinics, camps, or similar experiences?
All Most Few None
10. Asked you to help other students who seem to be having difficulty
in a particular subject?
All Most Few None
11. Encouraged you to take correspondence courses?
All Most Few None
12. Given you assignments different than those given to other students
when you seemed to learn faster or_ be having more difficulty than
many in your classroom?
All Most Few None
13. Encouraged you to take five or more academic subjects each year if
you had made fairly good grades in the past?
All Most Few None
14. Suggested that you might graduate from high school in less than the
usual time?
All Most Few None
15. Given you special help when you seemed to need it in a particular
subject?
All Most Few None
16. Written and used materials in your class that they have developed
rather than using the textbook all the time?
All Most Few None
17. Encouraged you to write for or obtain in any other way information
on any topic in which you have shown special interest?
All Most Few None
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18. E.ncoura £ e d you tjo participate in such activities as fairs, contests,
sports, demonstrations, discussion groups, debates, exhibits,
forensics, music, art, industrial arts displays, and other similar
activities'; (Notice the difference between items 18 and 19 before
you- answer them.)
AH Most Few None
19.
Worked with you in preparing for participation in such activities as
fairs, contests, sports, demonstrations, discussion groups, debates,
forensics, exhibits, music, art, industrial arts displays, and other
similar activities?
All Most Few None
20.
Encouraged you to take part in school social and civic life and
community activities?
All Most Few None
21.
Used movies, tape recorders, overhead projectors, and phonographs
in your class?
All Most Few None
22.
Praised you in public?
All Most Few None
23.
Criticized or disciplined you in private?
All Most Few None
24.
Had you do homework but seldom graded and returned it to you?
All Most Few None
25. Tried to draw in your past experience and future plans in making
your class work more interesting to you?
All Most Few None
26. Been flexible enough in the classroom to use contributions and
suggestions made by you or your classmates?
All Most Few None
27. Used vocabulary and books that are understandable and useful to you?
All Most Few None
28. Given you an opportunity to review and repeat things you have
learned earlier?
All Most Few None
29. Informed you in some way of your progress before grade card time?
All Most Few None
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30.
Changed and varied their classroom activities by having debates,
panels, individual reports, guest speakers, field trips, skits, etc.?AH Most Few None
31. Presented information on the chalkboard that you are able to see?AH Most Few None
32. Had model machines or equipment for you to work with?
All Most Few None
33. Given you clear and usable notes?
All Most Few None
34. Usual ly shown patience with you when you were trying to learn some-
thing new?
All Most Few None
35. Continued to give tough homework assignments even when many students
couldn't do them?
All Most Few None
36. Usually given you tests that test how much you have learned?
All Most Few None
37. Decorated their classroom so you enjoy being in them?
All Most Few None
38. Usually given you assignments that are clear and understandable?
All Most Few None
39. Made you recopy your notes or themes to make them neat?
All Most Few None
40. Encouraged you to get together with other students on your own time
and talk about things you have learned in class?
All Most Few None
41. Generally explained what you can get out of their classes and why
it is important?
All Most Few None
42. Frequently changed textbooks, assignments, and examinations from
year to year?
All Most Few None
43. Encouraged you to use the school or community library?
All Most Few None
44. Generally gone out of their way to help you?
All Most Few None
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45. Made you guess about what you might expect on an examination?
All Most Few None
46. Encouraged you to think about developing your own personal values
and philosophy of life?
AH Most Few None
47. Read your grades out in class or posted them in the room?
All Most Few None
48. Given you tests almost every day?
All Most Few None
49. Have held exciting discussions in class?
All Most Few None
50. Shown a thorough knowledge of their subjects?
All Most Few None
51. Placed too much emphasis on routine?
All Most Few None
52. Kept things to themselves when you have told them something personal
about yourself that you didn't want to get around in school?
All Most Few None
53. Welcomed meeting with your parents?
All Most Few None
54. Usually been sympathetic and understanding listener?
All Most Few None
55. Shown pride in their teaching and classroom work?
All Most Few None
56. Handled student comments objectively and fairly without sarcasm
and making the student feel small?
All Most Few None
57. Encouraged you to work to the utmost of your ability?
All Most Few None
58. Usually been understanding if you had done something wrong and
would generally give you the benefit of the doubt?
All Most Few None
Shown a keen interest in their subjects?
All Most Few None
59.
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60.
Warned you to be practical in thinking about the future and dis-
couraging you from being unrealistic?
AH Most Few None
Part II -- Instructions
Please check "yes" or "no" after each question.
61. Do you feel that you can have ideas and do something about them?
Yes No
62. Is it important for you to be a member of the right club or group?
Yes No
63. Do you need permission to do most things?
Yes No
64. Do you support and attend the big events?
Yes No
65. Is it necessary for you to be good in sports to be recognized?
Yes No
66. Do you feel that you have to look and act "right" to get ahead?
Yes No
67. Are your teachers and principals usually understanding when you do
something wrong?
Yes No
68. Are you expected to go along with what student leaders say?
Yes No
69. Is it necessary for you to dress and act like most of the other
students?
Yes No
70. Are most students friendly to you?
Yes No
71. Do you take an active part in elections?
Yes No
72. Do you know who the smart students are?
Yes No
Can you express strong personal beliefs?
Yes No
73.
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74. Would you prefer to talk about poetry or religion, rather than
movies or sports?
Yes No
75. Are you interested in dramatic or musical activities?
Yes No
76. Have you won any awards since you've been in high school?
Yes No
77. If school were not compulsory, and it were completely up to you,
would you stay in school until graduation?
Yes No
78. If you could select another school, is there one you would rather
go to than the one you are attending?
Yes No
79. Are you doing well at school?
Yes No
80. Do your teachers really know you?
Yes No
81. Do you have difficulty organizing papers and reports?
Yes No
82. Are you expected to work at home on problems which you could not
solve in school?
Yes No
83. Do you find that too much is required in some subjects?
Yes No
84. Are you made to take subjects you don't like?
Yes No
85. Do you feel that subjects are related to everyday life?
Yes No
86. Are your textbooks understandable?
Yes No
87. Can you understand your teachers?
Yes No
Are activities poorly organized?
Yes No
88.
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00 VO Are you ever punished for things you didn't do?
Yes No
90. Are teachers considerate of your feelings?
Yes No
91. Are grades a fair measure of your ability?
Yes No
92. Are most of your close friends in your classes?
Yes No
93. Do you feel at home in your school?
Yes No
94. Do you think many students in your school would
hearing a talk by a famous scientist?
Yes No
interested in
95.
Do you think most of your classes are boring?
Yes No
96. Do you think that the school looks down on those who don't plan to
go on to college?
Yes No
97. Do you think your classmates look at industrial arts and business
courses as not being as good as mathematics and history?
Yes No
98. Do you feel that you have to go along with the gang?
Yes No
99. Do teachers recognize your strengths as well as weaknesses?
Yes No
Is there emphasis on preparing you for college?
Yes No
100.
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE
Directions : Below are listed statements that a person such as yourself
might make about his or her high school education and community life.
each s ta temen t carefully and circle the word or words that best
indicate the extent of agreement between the s tatement and your own
persona 1 feeling about your school
. For example, if you definitely
believe that the statement does not show your own feelings you would
circle Strongly Disagree.
Try to avoid circling "undecided" in very many situations. Think
of all of your subjects. This is not a test. There are no right or
wrong answers. It is not timed, but work as fast as you can. Please
feel free to answer exactly the way you feel about your high school.
Be sure to answer every item.
Your grade Male Female Date
1. I go to school only because I have to.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
2. I would like to take an active part in school elections.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
3. I think high school is boring.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
4. I believe in following the rules and regulations of the school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
5. My own opinions are just as important as the opinions of other students.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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6. It is important here to be a member of the right club or group.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
7 • t i-ik-e to 'S’upp'crt the -school events.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
8. It is necessary to be good in sports to be recognized.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
9. School rules are not always enforced, depending upon who you are.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
10. Teachers are usually understanding when a student does something
wrong.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
11. Most students are friendly.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
12. It is necessary to dress and act like most of the other students.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
13. I can express strong personal beliefs in my classes.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
14. I think I will earn awards by the time I finish high school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
15. I think it is a real privilege to go to school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
16. My teachers really know me.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
17. I take no active part in class meetings.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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18. I am doing well in school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
19. The textbooks are understandable.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
20. I can understand the teachers most of the time.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
21. My school subjects are related to what I want to do with my life
after high school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
22. There are few activities I care to join in school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
23. If I had my choice, I would choose to go to another high school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
24. The grades I receive are a fair measure of my ability.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
25. I never know until the grade card comes out how I am doing in my
subjects
.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
26. I have no interest in community activities.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
27. Teachers are considerate of my feelings.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
28. I have gotten a better idea since being in high school as to what I
want to do after I graduate.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
29. School activities are poorly organized.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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30. The school looks down on those who don't plan to go on to college.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
31. Teachers recognize my strengths as well as my weaknesses.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
32. Teachers do too much talking in class.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
33. Assignments need to be more understandable.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
34. History classes are boring and have no connection with my life today.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
35. I think if I ran for a class office I might win.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
36. In this school, students treat each other with respect.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
37. I think education tends to make people snobs.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
38. I have more than three hobbies both in and out of school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
39. I usually have many things to do when I have free time in school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
40. A student needs permission to do most things in this school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
41. There is little opportunity in school to do the things I enjoy doing.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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42. I can have ideas and try them out at school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
43. I think I could do something about changing the school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
44. This school encourages me to think for myself.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
45. I usually feel unimportant in my classes.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
46. I believe I can become an important member of society after I
graduate from high school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
47. High School education makes a person a better citizen in the
community
.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
48. The high school courses are too impractical.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
49. I need to depend upon other people in order to succeed in the
democracy we live in.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
50. Other people are dependent upon me to help in the success of our
democracy
.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE
Directions : Below are listed statements that a person such as yourself
might make about his or her high school education and community life.
Read each statement carefully and circle the word or words that best
indicate the exten t of agreement between the statement and your own
personal feeling about your s chool
.
For example, if you definitely
believe that the statement does not show your own feelings you would,
circle Strongly Disagree.
Try to avoid circling "undecided" in very many situations. Think
of all of your subjects. This is not a test. There are no right or
wrong answers. It is not timed, but work as fast as you can. Please
feel free to answer exactly the way you feel about your high school.
Be sure to answer every item.
Your grade Male Female Date
1. I would like to take an active part in school elections.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
2. My own opinions are just as important as the opinions of other students.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
3. I go to school only because I have to.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
4. I like to support the big school events.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
5. Teachers are usually understanding when a student does something wrong.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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6. I can express strong personal beliefs in my classes.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
7. If I had my choice, I would choose to go to another high school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
8. I think I will earn awards by the time I finish high school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
9. I have no interest in community activities.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
10. Teachers do too much talking in class.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
11. My teachers really know me.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
12. I am doing well in school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
13. Assignments need to be more understandable.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
14. History classes are boring and have no connection with my life today.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
15. The textbooks are understandable.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
16. I have more than three hobbies both in and out of school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
17. In this school, students treat each other with respect.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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18. Teachers are considerate of my feelings.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
19. A student needs permission to do most things in this school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
20. I have gotten a better idea since being in high school as to what I
want to do after I graduate.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
21. High School education makes a person a better citizen in the
community
.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
22. There is little opportunity in school to do the things I enjoy doing.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
23. My school subjects are related to what I want to do with my life
after high school graduation.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
24. I usually have many things to do when I have free time in school.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
25. I can understand the teachers most of the time.
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE
Form A
Directions
On the following pages you will find 30 statements that a person
such as yourself might make about his or her school and education. You
are asked to read each statement carefully and then give your honest
and frank opinion to the statement. This is not a test and there are
no right or wrong answers. Please feel free to answer exactly the way
you feel about your school and not how you think other people (teachers,
parents, students, etc.) might want you to feel.
You have all been provided with an answer sheet to be used in
marking your responses. Record all of your answers on the answer
sheet and make no marks on the booklet itself. Please answer all of
the questions.
In answering the questions try to follow these steps:
1. Read the statement carefully.
2. Think about how the statement relates to your school.
3. Use a black lead pencil (preferably #2 or softer) in marking
your answers.
4. Find the number on the answer sheet that matches the statement
you are considering.
5. For each question blacken only one space on the answer sheet.
Use the following instructions.
If you s trongly agree with the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. jfl 2. II 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you agree with the statement, your answer to the question
would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. ]|T 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you are undecided about the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. II 3. l|L 4. II 5. II
If you disagree with the statement, your answer to the question
would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. II 3. II 4. ifit 5. II
If you s trongly disagree with the statement, your answer to
the question would look like this on the answer sheet.
1. II
2.
II
3.
II
4.
II 5. Hf.
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6. Try to avoid blackening "Undecided" if possible.
7. This scale is not timed but work as fast as you can.
Developed
School
by Ronald H. Fredrickson and Francis D. Kelly
of Education, University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
January, 1970
1. I go to school only because I have to.
2. Teachers are usually understanding when a
student does something wrong.
3. Only a few teachers in this school seem capable of
handling both the fast and slow students.
4. The facilities in this school make it difficult
to be a good student.
5. If I had my choice, I would choose to go to
another school.
6. My teachers really know me.
7. There are few activities that I care to join
in school.
8. There is little opportunity in school to do the
things that I enjoy doing.
9. I would like to take an active part in school
elections
.
10. Most of my classes are boring and have no
connection with my life today.
11. In this school, students treat each other with
respect
.
12. Students don't have enough books and materials
available to them in this school.
13. A student can take little pride in the
appearance of this school.
14. Most of the classrooms in this school seem dull
and unexciting.
15. Teachers are considerate of my feelings.
16. My own opinions are just as important as the
opinions of other students.
122
cu
<D
U
0) b0
<u
w
60 •rl
G
T3
0) <u
» 1 QJ r-t
60 •H G 60
C <y o 60 C
o GJ CD G O
G G T) W GU 60 C •H 4J
V) < Q in
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
123
<u
co
j-i
co bO
0)
n
c/)
60 •r4
d
X)
d
CD <0
r-H Xi CD i
—
J
60 d 60d co o 60 d
o CO CO CO o
u u cn dU 60 d i—( 4J
cn < Q cn
17. Assignments need to be more understandable. 1 2 3 4 5
18. I feel that I am doing well in school. 1 2 3 4 5
19. Homework assignments are not purposeful. 1 2 3 4 5
20. I think that I will earn awards by the time I
finish high school. 1 2 3 4 5
21. Teachers do too much talking in class. 1 2 3 4 5
22. I can express strong personal beliefs in
my classes. 1 2 3 4 5
23. I can understand the teachers most of the
t ime
.
1 2 3 4 5
CM Teachers have an "I don't care" attitude when a
student needs extra attention. 1 2 3 4 5
25. I like to support the big school events. 1 2 3 4 5
26. This school is more concerned with rules and
regulations than with what we are learning. 1 2 3 4 5
27. My school subjects are related to what I want
to do with my life after high school graduation. 1 2 3 4 5
COCM The textbooks are understandable. 1 2 3 4 5
29. A student needs permission to do most things
in this school. 1 2 3 4 5
30. High school education makes a person a better
citizen in the community. 12345
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE
Form B
Directions
On the following pages you will find 30 statements that a person
such as yourself might make about his or her school and education.
You are asked to read each statement carefully and then give your
honest and frank opinion to the statement. This is not a test and
there are no right or wrong answers. Please feel free to answer
exactly the way you feel about your school and not how you think other
people (teachers, parents, students, etc.) might want you to feel.
You have all been provided with an answer sheet to be used in
marking your responses. Record all of your answers on the answer
sheet and make no marks on the booklet itself. Please answer all of
the questions.
In answering the questions try to follow these steps:
1. Read the statement carefully.
2. Think about how the statement relates to your school.
3. Use a black lead pencil (preferably #2 or softer) in marking
your answers.
4. Find the number on the answer sheet that matches the statement
you are considering.
5. For each question blacken only one space on the answer sheet.
Use the following instructions.
If you strongly agree with the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. 2. II 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you agree with the statement, your answer to the question
would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. $1 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you are undecided about the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. II 3. J& 4. II 5. II
If you disagree with the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet.
1. II 2. II 3. II 4. $ 5. II
Xf you strongly disagree with the statement, your answer to
the question would look like this on the answer sheet.
1. II
2.
II
3.
II
4.
II
5.
fll.
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6. Try to avoid blackening "Undecided" if possible.
7. This scale is not timed but work as fast as you can.
Developed
School
by Ronald H. Fredrickson and Francis D. Kelly
of Education, University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
January, 1970
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1. Teachers take up too much time speaking in class. 1 2
2. In my classes, I am able to express my own
strong opinions. 1 2
3. Teachers generally listen and try to understand
when a student gets into some difficulty. 1 2
4. Assignments should be made clearer by the teacher. 1 2
5. Most of my classes do not keep the student abreast
of what is happening in today's world. 1 2
6. There is little chance in school to do the things
that I really like to do. 1 2
7. The subjects that I study in school are related
to what I wish to do after high school. 1 2
8. I would like to participate in school elections. 1 2
9. This school never seems to have enough equipment,
materials or books for the pupils' use. 1 2
10. Teachers are concerned with my feelings. 1 2
11. In this school a student can do very little
without first asking if he can do it. 12
12. Teachers seem reluctant to help a student when
he needs extra attention. 1 2
13. An education improves a person's ability to get
along better in the world. 1 2
14. The teachers are usually easy to understand. 1 2
15. Students are considerate of one another in
this school. 1 2
16. Homework assignments are generally a waste
of t ime . 1 2
17. I'm not particularly interested in taking part
in most of the school's extra-curricular activities.
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3 4 5
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3 4 5
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3 4 5
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3 4 5
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3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Disagree
Strongly
disagree
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18. It is hard to be a good student in this school
because of the facilities.
19. I think I will receive awards in some areas by the
time that I finish high school.
20. The rooms in this school appear drab, lifeless,
and cheerless.
21. The "Do's and Don'ts" in this school are more
important than what is learned.
22. Teachers know me as a person as well as a student.
23. I like to get behind school events such as plays,
sports, and pep rallies.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
24.
Most teachers in this school do not seem to be
capable of working with both the fast and slow
s tudents
.
1 2 3 4 5
25. The opinions of all students are equally important
in this school.
26. There isn't much about the looks of this school
that would make a student proud.
27. If I had my choice, I would not go to school.
28. The material in the textbooks is presented clearly.
29. I am well satisfied with my school achievement.
30. I would choose to go to another high school if
there was any choice in the matter.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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LEARNING ATMOS PHERE ATTITUDE SCALE
Form C
Directions
On the following pages you will find 30 statements that a person
such as yourself might make about his or her school and education.
You are asked to read each statement carefully and then give your
honest and frank opinion to the statement. This is not a test and
there are no right or wrong answers. Please feel free to answer
exactly the way you feel about your school and not how you think
other people (teachers, parents, students, etc.) might want you to
feel
.
You have all been provided with an answer sheet to be used in
marking your responses. Record all of your answers on the answer
sheet and make no marks on the booklet itself. Please answer all of
the questions.
In answering the questions try to follow these steps:
1. Read the statement carefully.
2. Think about how the statement relates to your school.
3. Use a black lead pencil (preferably #2 or softer) in marking
your answers.
4. Find the number on the answer sheet that matches the statement
you are considering.
5. For each question blacken only one space on the answer sheet.
Use the following instructions.
If you strong ly agree with the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. M- 2. II 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you agree with the statement, your answer to the question
would look like this on the answer sheet;
1. II 2. ]&. 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you are undecided about the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. II 3. 4. II 5. II
If you disagree with the statement, your answer to the question
would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. II 3. II 4. 5. II
If you strongly disagree with the statement, your answer to
the question would look like this on the answer sheet.
1. II
2.
II
3.
II
4.
II 5 . f
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6. Try to avoid blackening "Undecided" if possible.
7. This scale is not timed but work as fast as you can.
Developed
School
by Ronald H. Fredrickson and Francis D. Kelly
of Education, University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
January, 1970
1. Teachers have an "I care" attitude when a
student needs extra attention.
2. Assignments are understandable.
3. My own opinions are just as important as the
opinions of other students.
4. My school subjects are related to what I want to
do with my life after high school graduation.
5. A student can do most things in this school
without getting permission.
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6
I would like to take an active part in school
elections
.
2 3 4 5
7. If I had my choice, I would choose to stay here
rather than go to another school. 12345
8. My teachers really know me. 12345
9. The facilities in this school make it easy to be
a good student. 12345
10. Most of the classrooms in this school seem
bright and exciting.
11. This school is more concerned with what we are
learning rather than with rules and regulations.
12. There are many activities that I would like to
join in school.
13. I think that I will earn awards by the time I
finish high school.
14. High school education makes a person a better
citizen in the community.
15. Homework assignments are purposeful.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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16. Teachers are usually understanding when a student
does something wrong. 1 2
17. Teachers are considerate of my feelings. 1 2
18. I can understand the teachers most of the time. 1 2
19. In this school, students treat each other
with respect. 1 2
20. There is a great deal of opportunity in school
to do the things that I enjoy doing. 1 2
21. Most of my classes are interesting and are
related to my life today. 1 2
22. I go to school because I want to. 1 2
23. I can express strong personal beliefs in my
classes. 1 2
24. The amount of talking teachers do in class is
about right. 1 2
25. Students have enough books and materials avail-
able to them in this school. 1 2
26. A student can be proud of the appearance of
this school. 1 2
27. Most teachers in this school seem capable of
handling both the fast and slow students. 1 2
28. I feel that I am doing well in school. 1 2
29. I like to support the big school events. 1 2
30. The textbooks are understandable. 1 2
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3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE
Form D
Directions
On the following pages you will find 30 statements that a person
such as yourself might make about his or her school and education. You
are asked to read each statement carefully and then give your honest
and frank opinion to the statement. This is not a test and there are
no right or wrong answers. Please feel free to answer exactly the way
you feel about your school and not how you think other people (teachers,
parents, students, etc.) might want you to feel.
You have all been provided with an answer sheet to be used in
marking your responses. Record all of your answers on the answer sheet
and make no marks on the booklet itself. Please answer all of the
questions
.
In answering the questions try to follow these steps:
1. Read the statement carefully.
2. Think about how the statement relates to your school.
3. Use a black lead pencil (preferably #2 or softer) in marking
your answers.
4. Find the number on the answer sheet that matches the statement
you are considering.
5. For each question blacken only one space on the answer sheet.
Use the following instructions.
If you strongly agree with the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. ft 2. II 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you agree with the statement, your answer to the question
would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you are undecided about the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. II 3. ® 4. II 5. II
If you disagree with the statement, your answer to the question
would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. II 3. II 4. |[ 5. II
If you strongly disagree with the statement, your answer to
the question would look like this on the answer sheet.
5. I1. II 2. II 3. II 4. II
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6. Try to avoid blackening
7. This scale is not timed
"Undecided" if possible,
but work as fast as you can.
Developed by Ronald H. Fredrickson and Francis D. Kelly
School of Education, University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
January, 1970
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1. High school education doesn't necessarily make a
person a better citizen in the community.
2. There is little opportunity in school to do the
things that I enjoy doing.
3. Assignments need to be more understandable.
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1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
4. Teachers have an "I don't care" attitude when a
student needs extra attention. 1 2 3 4 5
5. The textbooks are not understandable. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Teachers are inconsiderate of my feelings.
7. Homework assignments are not purposeful.
8. A student needs permission to do most things in
this school.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
9. I go to school only because I have to. 1 2 3 4 5
10. I find it hard to understand the teachers most
of the time. 1 2 3 4 5
11. My teachers really don't know me. 1 2 3 4 5
12. I cannot express strong personal beliefs in
my classes.
13. This school is more concerned with rules and
regulations than with what we are learning.
14. My own opinions are not as important as the
opinions of other students.
15. My school subjects are unrelated to what I want
to do with my life after high school graduation.
16. I feel that I am doing poorly in school.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
17. Most of my classes are boring and have no connection
with my life today.
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18. A student can take little pride in the appearance
of this school.
19. Teachers do too much talking in class.
20. Most of the classrooms in this school seem
dull and unexciting.
21. Students don't have enough books and materials
available to them in this school.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
2
There are few activities that I care to join in
school
.
1 2 3 4 5
23.
Only a few teachers in this school seem capable
of handling both the fast and slow students. 1 2 3 4 5
24.
If I had my choice, I would choose to go to
another school. 1 2 3 4 5
25.
I doubt that I will earn awards by the time I
finish high school. 1 2 3 4 5
26.
In tliis school, students do not treat one
another with respect. 1 2 3 4 5
27.
Teachers usually don't understand when a student
does something wrong. 1 2 3 4 5
28. The facilities in this school make it difficult
to be a good student.
29. I dislike supporting the big school events.
30. I am not interested in taking part in school
elections
.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE
Form 4
Directions
On the following pages you will find 30 statements that a person
such as yourself might make about his or her school and education. You
are asked to read each statement carefully and then give your honest
and frank opinion to the statement. This is not a test and there are
no right or wrong answers. Please feel free to answer exactly the way
you feel about your school and not how you think other people (teachers,
parents, students, etc.) might want you to feel.
You have all been provided with an answer sheet to be used in
marking your responses. Record all of your answers on the answer sheet
and make no marks on the booklet itself. Please answer all of the
questions
.
In answering the questions try to follow these steps:
1. Read the statement carefully.
2. Think about how the statement relates to your school.
3. Use a black lead pencil (preferably #2 or softer) in marking
your answers.
4. Find the number on the answer sheet that matches the statement
you are considering.
5. For each question blacken only one space on the answer sheet.
Use the following instructions.
If you strongly agree with the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. JfL 2. II 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you agree with the statement, your answer to the question
would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. l|[ 3. II 4. II 5. II
If you are undecided about the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. II 3. 4. II 5. II
If you disagree with the statement, your answer to the question
would look like this on the answer sheet:
1. II 2. II 3. II 4 . ifil 5. II
If you strongly disagree with the statement, your answer to the
question would look like this on the answer sheet.
1. II
2.
II
3.
II
4.
II 3. 30.
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6. iry t_o avoid blackening "Undecided" if possible.
7. This scale is not timed but work as fast as you can.
Developed by Ronald H. Fredrickson and Francis D. Kelly
School of Education, University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
January, 1970
1. I find it hard to understand the teachers most of
the time.
2. Teachers are inconsiderate of my feelings.
3. I feel that I am doing poorly in school.
4. I am not interested in taking part in school
elections
.
5. Students have enough books and materials
available to them in this school.
6. Teachers usually don't understand when a student
does something wrong.
7. This school is more concerned with what we are
learning rather than with rules and regulations.
8. The amount of talking teachers do in class is
about right.
9. The facilities in this school make is easy to
be a good student.
10. Most of my classes are interesting and are
related to my life today.
11. I cannot express strong personal beliefs in my
classes
.
12. My school subjects are unrelated to what I want
to do with my life after high school graduation.
13. A student can be proud of the appearance of this
school
.
14. Assignments are understandable.
15. The textbooks are not understandable.
16. A student can do most things in this school
without getting permission.
17. I doubt that I will earn awards by the time I
finish high school.
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18. My teachers really don't know me.
19. There is a great deal of opportunity in school
to do things that I enjoy doing.
20. Teachers have an "I care" attitude when a student
needs extra attention.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
21. High school education doesn't necessarily make a
person a better citizen in the community. 12345
22. Most teachers in this school seem capable of
handling both the fast and slow students. 12345
23. My own opinions are not as important as the
opinions of other students. 12345
24. If I had my choice, I would choose to stay here
rather than go to another school. 12345
25.
There are many activities that I would like to
join in school. 1 2 3 4 5
26. In this school, students do not treat one another
with respect.
27. Homework assignments are purposeful.
28. Most of the classrooms in this school seem
bright and exciting.
29. I dislike supporting the big school events.
30. I go to school because I want to.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly
agree
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Comparable Items and Items Reversed in the Scoring*
on the Various Forms of the Learning Atmosphere Attitude Scale
Form A
1
2 R
3
4
5
6 R
7
8
9
R
10
11 R
12
13
14
15 R
16 R
17
18 R
19
20 R
21
22 R
23 R
24
25 R
26
27 R
28 R
29
30 R
Form B
27
3 R
24
18
30
22 R
17
6
8 R
5
15 R
9
26
20
10 R
25 R
4
29
R
16
19 R
1
2
R
14 R
12
23 R
21
7
R
28 R
11
13 R
Form C
22 R
16 R
27 R
9 R
7 R
8 R
12 R
20 R
6 R
21 R
19 R
25 R
26 R
10 R
17 R
3 R
2 R
28 R
15 R
13 R
24 R
23 R
18 R
1 R
29 R
11 R
4 R
30 R
5 R
14 R
Form D
9
27
23
28
24
11
22
2
30
17
26
21
18
20
6
14
3
16
7
25
19
12
10
4
29
13
15
5
8
1
Form 4
30
R
6
22 R
9 R
24 R
18
25 R
19 R
4
10 R
26
5 R
13 R
28 R
2
23
14 R
3
27
R
17
8 R
11
1
20 R
29
7 R
12
15
16 R
21
*R indicates the particular items which are reversed in scoring.
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE
Directions for Administrators
THE SCALE YOU ARE ABOUT TO TAKE IS CALLED THE LEARNING ATMOSPHERE
ATTITUDE SCALE
. IT CONSISTS OF 30 STATEMENTS THAT A PERSON SUCH AS
YOURSELF MIGHT MAKE ABOUT HIS OR HER SCHOOL AND EDUCATION. WE ARE
ASKING YOU TO TELL US HOW MUCH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH EACH STATE-
MENT. SINCE THIS IS NOT A TEST, THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS
.
THE INFORMATION WHICH IS COLLECTED WILL BE SENT TO THE UNIVERSITY
OF MASSACHUSETTS WHERE THE RESULTS WILL BE ANALYZED. THE RESULTS FOR
ANY GIVEN STUDENT WILL NOT BE SEEN BY ANYONE WHO IS CONNECTED WITH THIS
SCHOOL AND WILL NOT BECOME A PART OF YOUR RECORD. YOUR RESPONSES WILL
BE USED TO GET A TOTAL PICTURE OF THE WAY STUDENTS, AS A GROUP, FEEL
ABOUT THIS SCHOOL.
YOU WILL NOTE THAT YOU ARE TO MARK ALL OF YOUR ANSWERS ON THE SEPARATE
ANSWER SHEET. TURN NOW TO YOUR ANSWER SHEET SO THAT WE CAN FILL OUT
SOME BACKGROUND INFORMATION TOGETHER. WHERE IT SAYS "SCHOOL", PRINT
THE NAME OF THIS SCHOOL. THEN MOVE OVER TO THE RIGHT SIDE OF THE SHEET
WHERE YOU ARE TO FILL IN YOUR NAME. READ THE INSTRUCTIONS AT THE TOP
AND MARK YOUR NAME AS INSTRUCTED. REMEMBER TO FILL IN YOUR LAST NAME
FIRST. PRINT ONLY ONE LETTER IN EACH BOX. AFTER YOU HAVE PRINTED YOUR
LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, AND MIDDLE INITIAL, BLACKEN THE LETTER BOX BELOW
WHICH MATCHES THE LETTER THAT YOU PRINTED ABOVE
(Allow sufficient time for this. Give as much help as needed.)
THEN GO DOWN TO THE BOTTOM OF THE SHEET. WHERE IT SAYS "GRADE",
BLACKEN THE SPACE WHICH CORRESPONDS TO YOUR GRADE. FOR EXAMPLE, IF
YOU'RE IN THE SEVENTH GRADE, BLACKEN THE BOX WHICH HAS THE NUMBER SEVEN
UNDER THE WORD "GRADE." TO THE RIGHT, MARK THE MONTH AND THE LAST TWO
NUMBERS OF THE YEAR YOU WERE BORN. FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOU WERE BORN IN
THE MONTH OF JULY OF 1954, YOU WOULD BLACKEN THE BOX UNDER THE WORD
JULY IN THE "MONTH" COLUMN. THEN YOU WOULD PUT A 5 IN THE BOX AT THE
TOP OF THE FIRST COLUMN UNDER "YEAR" AND A 4 IN THE SECOND COLUMN. THEN
YOU WOULD BLACKEN THE NUMBER BOXES BELOW WHICH CONTAIN THE 5 AND 4 IN
THE CORRECT COLUMNS. IN MARKING THE YEAR OF YOUR BIRTH, BE SURE TO
FIRST MARK THE NUMBERS AT THE TOPS OF THE COLUMNS BEFORE BLACKENING THE
NUMBER BOXES. IN THE COLUMN MARKED "SEX" INDICATE YOUR SEX BY BLACKEN-
ING B FOR BOY OR G FOR GIRL
TURN NOW TO THE DIRECTIONS PRINTED ON YOUR SCALE ON THE SIDE HEADED BY
THE WORDS LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE. READ THE DIRECTIONS THERE
TO YOURSELF. RAISE YOUR HAND IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS
(Allow a minute or so for this phase.)
READ EACH STATEMENT CAREFULLY. IN SOME CASES YOU MAY NOT BE EXACTLY
SURE WHAT A STATEMENT MEANS. TRY TO ANSWER AS YOU UNDERSTAND THE STATE-
MENT. WE ARE INTERESTED IN HOW YOU FEEL ABOUT EACH STATEMENT’ AS YOU
UNDERSTAND IT. THEREFORE , TRY TO AVOID BLACKENING "UNDECIDED" IF
POSSIBLE
.
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ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS? THEN TURN TO THE STATEMENTS YOU ARE
TO RESPOND TO ON THE REVERSE SIDE. REMEMBER TO MARK ALL YOUR ANSWERS
ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET WITH A BLACK LEAD PENCIL. (Circulate through the
gioup as the students are working to be sure they are working correctly.)
(When it looks like most people have finished, proceed with additional
instructions.) WHEN YOU ARE SURE THAT YOU HAVE GIVEN AN ANSWER TO ALL
30 ITEMS, TURN YOUR ANSWER SHEET OVER AND LIST ALL OF THE SCHOOL
ACTIVITIES IN WHICH YOU TAKE PART. LIST SUCH THINGS AS MUSICAL GROUPS,
SPORTS GROUPS, CLUBS, AND STUDENT GOVERNMENT. (Answer any questions
which students may have about whether a particular activity should be
1 is ted
. )
(When everyone has finished, go on with the instructions.) BEFORE WE
COLLECT YOUR MATERIALS, BE SURE THAT YOU HAVE 30 ANSWER MARKS ON YOUR
ANSWER SHEET. ALSO, BE SURE THAT YOU HAVE GIVEN US YOUR NAME, BIRTH
DATE, AND SEX IN THE APPROPRIATE WAY.
(Then collect all materials from each student separately, if at all
possible. When collecting materials, check to see that the identifica-
tion has been filled in.)
APPENDIX K
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LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE
Directions for Administrators
THE SCALE YOU ARE ABOUT TO TAKE IS CALLED THE LEARNING ATMOSPHERE
ATTITUDE SCALE. IT CONSISTS OF 30 STATEMENTS THAT A PERSON SUCH AS
YOURSELF MIGHT MAKE ABOUT HIS OR HER SCHOOL AND EDUCATION. WE ARE
ASKING YOU TO TELL US HOW MUCH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH EACH STATE-
MENT. SINCE THIS IS NOT A TEST, THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS.
THE INFORMATION WHICH IS COLLECTED WILL BE SENT TO THE UNIVERSITY
OF MASSACHUSETTS WHERE THE RESULTS WILL BE ANALYZED. THE RESULTS FOR
ANY GIVEN STUDENT WILL NOT BE SEEN BY ANYONE WHO IS CONNECTED WITH THIS
SCHOOL A1]D WILL NOT BECOME A PART OF YOUR RECORD. YOUR RESPONSES WILL
BE USED TO GET A TOTAL PICTURE OF THE WAY STUDENTS, AS A GROUP, FEEL
ABOUT THIS SCHOOL.
YOU WILL NOTE THAT YOU ARE TO MARK ALL OF YOUR ANSWERS ON THE SEPARATE
ANSWER SHEET. TURN NOW TO YOUR ANSWER SHEET SO THAT WE CAN FILL OUT
SOME BACKGROUND INFORMATION TOGETHER. WHERE IT SAYS "SCHOOL"
,
PRINT
THE NAME OF THIS SCHOOL. WHERE IT SAYS "GRADE", INDICATE YOUR PRESENT
GRADE. WHERE IT SAYS "TEST" INDICATE THE LETTER OR NUMBER WHICH
DESIGNATES THE FORM OF THIS SCALE. THIS INFORMATION CAN BE FOUND UNDER
THE TITLE ON THE FRONT OF THIS SCALE. FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOUR SCALE IS
DESIGNATED FORM B. YOU WOULD MARK A "B" ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET I.N THE
SPACE MARKED "TEST". THEN MOVE OVER TO THE RIGHT SIDE OF THE SHEET
WHERE YOU ARE TO FILL IN YOUR NAME. READ THE INSTRUCTIONS AT THE TOP
AND MARK YOUR NAME AS INSTRUCTED. REMEMBER TO FILL IN YOUR LAST NAME
FIRST. PRINT ONLY ONE LETTER IN EACH BOX. AFTER YOU HAVE PRINTED
YOUR LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, AND MIDDLE INITIAL, BLACKEN THE LETTER BOX
BELOW WHICH MATCHES THE LETTER THAT YOU PRINTED ABOVE
(Allow sufficient time for this. Give as much help as needed.)
THEN GO DOWN TO THE BOTTOM OF THE SHEET. YOU WILL FIND A BLOCK LABELED
"FORM OF THIS TEST IS:" WHICH HAS EIGHT BOXES MARKED A, B, C, D AND 1,
2, 3, 4. BLACKEN THE BOX WHICH CORRESPONDS TO THE FORM OF YOUR SCALE.
THIS SHOULD BE THE SAME AS THE INFORMATION YOU PRINTED IN THE SPACE
MARKED "TEST" AT THE TOP OF THE SHEET. BELOW WHERE IT SAYS "GRADE",
BLACKEN THE SPACE WHICH CORRESPONDS TO YOUR GRADE. FOR EXAMPLE, IF
YOU'RE IN THE SEVENTH GRADE, BLACKEN THE BOX WHICH HAS THE NUMBER SEVEN
UNDER THE WORD "GRADE". TO THE RIGHT, MARK THE MONTH AND THE LAST TWO
NUMBERS OF THE YEAR YOU WERE BORN. FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOU WERE BORN IN
THE MONTH OF JULY OF 1954, YOU WOULD BLACKEN THE BOX UNDER THE WORD
JULY IN THE "MONTH" COLUMN. THEN YOU WOULD PUT A 5 IN THE BOX AT THE
TOP OF THE FIRST COLUMN UNDER "YEAR" AND A 4 IN THE SECOND COLUMN.
THEN YOU WOULD BLACKEN THE NUMBER BOXES BELOW MUCH CONTAIN THE 5 AND
4 IN THE CORRECT COLUMNS. IN MARKING THE YEAR OF YOUR BIRTH, BE SURE
TO FIRST MARK THE NUMBERS AT THE TOPS OF THE COLUMNS BEFORE BLACKENING
THE NUMBER BOXES. IN THE COLUMN MARKED "SEX" INDICATE YOUR SEX BY
BLACKENING B FOR BOY OR G FOR GIRL
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TURN NOW TO THE DIRECTIONS PRINTED ON YOUR SCAUL ON THE SIDE HEADED BY
THE WORDS LEARNING ATMOSPHERE ATTITUDE SCALE. READ THE DIRECTIONS
THERE TO YOURSELF. RAISE YOUR HAND IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS
(Allow a minute or so for this phase.)
READ EACH STATEMENT CAREFULLY. IN SOME CASES YOU MAY NOT BE EXACTLY
SURE WHAT A STATEMENT MEANS. TRY TO ANSWER AS YOU UNDERSTAND THE
STATEMENT. WE ARE INTERESTED IN HOW YOU FEEL ABOUT EACH STATEMENT AS
YOU UNDERSTAND IT. THEREFORE
,
TRY TO AVOID BLACKENING "UNDECIDED" IF
POSSIBLE.
ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS? NOW TURN TO THE STATEMENTS YOU ARE TO
RESPOND TO ON THE REVERSE SIDE. REMEMBER TO MARK ALL YOUR ANSWERS ON
YOUR ANSWER SHEET WITH A BLACK LEAD PENCIL. (Circulate through the
group as the students are working to be sure they are working correctly.)
(When everyone has finished, go on with the instructions.) BEFORE WE
COLLECT YOUR MATERIALS, BE SURE THAT YOU HAVE 30 ANSWER MARKS ON YOUR
ANSWER SHEET. ALSO, BE SURE THAT YOU HAVE GIVEN US YOUR NAME, BIRTH
DATE, AND SEX IN THE APPROPRIATE WAY.
(Then collect all materials from each student separately, if at all
possible. When collecting materials, check to see that the identifica-
tion has been filled in. Be especially careful that all students have
indicated the form of their scale on the answer sheet.)


